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Previously unknown to the Interior Plateau archaeologists, slate and silicified shale 
scrapers are formally recognized as a critical tool industry for the prehistoric inhabitants 
of the Bridge River Village Site. The information presented is important to the study of 
activities performed at the site and demonstrates how critical this raw material is to the 
occupants through time. The summer 2003 and 2004 University o f Montana Field 
School excavations sampled 80 housepits and 16 external pit features in order to test 
models of hunter-gatherer socio-economic and political complexity. Radio-carbon 
samples were the primary objective, closely associated with the mapping of the intact 
village structures in order to gain information on the village’s change through time.
A total of 320 slate and silicified shale tools were recovered during the UM 
excavations. The main objectives of this study are (1) to establish a viable typology for 
this raw material based on manufacture, (2) bring to light the temporal changes these 
artifact types exhibit, and (3) determine the significance these artifacts have at the Bridge 
River site and (potentially) greater geographic area.
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CHAPTER ONE: 
INTRODUCTION
The village site of Bridge River (EeRl 4) is located on a terrace near the confluence of 
the Fraser River and the Bridge River on the Southern Canadian Plateau in British 
Columbia. This village consists of approximately 80 house-pit depressions and over 150 
roasting pit features visible on the surface. Ethnographically, this site is known to be 
much larger, including two lower terraces. Local Bridge River Band (W’isten) elders 
suggest that the Bridge River village may be comparable to the nearby winter village at 
Keatley Creek; however modem development has obscured these lower portions. Dr. 
William C. Prentiss directed an intense study of the site beginning in the summer of 
2003. The excavations were designed to test alternative models of complex hunter- 
gatherer socio-economic and political complexity that had developed from research 
conducted at the nearby site of Keatley Creek (Hayden 1997a, 1997b; Prentiss et al 2000, 
2002, 2003).
Prevailing models developed by archaeologist Brian Hayden, suggest that the 
emergence of socio-political and economic complexity resulting in a ranked society 
(Hayden 1995, 1997a, 1997b, 2000b) occurred relatively early in the Plateau Pithouse 
Tradition (ca 4500-200 BP). Hayden’s assessment of the Keatley Creek evidence 
suggests that village populations increased when collectors began a system of intensified 
harvesting for select resources i.e. salmon (Chatters 1995; Hayden 2000b; Kennedy and 
Bouchard 1977, 1992; Kew 1992, Prentiss and Kuijt 2004; Richards and Rousseau 1986) 
or plant foods (Lepofsky and Peacock 2004).
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Collectors employ a delayed return system of food production (Binford 1980). 
Collector strategies place residences optimally for access to several resource patches 
(Chatters 1995), where seasonal mass harvesting and preservation could occur.
Resources are thus moved to consumers through logistically organized task groups (Carr 
1994). Technologies were specially developed to target various foodstuffs which 
demands extensive planning and preparation (Chatters 1995). Collector systems on the 
plateau generated surplus of food stores. This helped develop the economic basis for 
emergent social complexity. Two prevailing models explained how the emergence of 
complex societies came to the Plateau.
Surplus food storage encouraged the development of exchange-networks. Exchange 
networks, under Hayden’s “aggrandizer model,” create a stratified society. Elites amass 
objects through exchange of traded surplus foodstuffs in order to gain status (Arnold 
1996; Hayden 1995, 1997a, 2000b). This opportunistic model for complex societies 
focuses on individuals targeting labor systems in order to establish debt relationships 
(Prentiss and Kuijt 2004).
The present research was funded in order to gain a better understanding of complex 
hunter-gatherers in the Pacific Northwest. Hayden’s model offers an explanation for the 
village pattern exhibited at the Keatley Creek site, however many researchers question 
the early date in which the aggrandizer model appears on the plateau. Today this region 
continues to be remote and poorly understood. Large gaps remain in the early cultural 
chronologies. Many questions remain concerning initial procurement and settlement 
patterns, as well as development of inequality. The excavations at the Bridge River Site
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seek to improve our understanding of the chronology and socio-economic organization of 
the Mid-Fraser villages.
Research Problem
A previously unrecorded stone tool industry was recovered at the Bridge River Site 
during the 2003-2004 excavations (Prentiss et al 2004, 2005). Preliminary analysis 
identified that the raw material slate had been uniquely manufactured as a scraping tool 
and heavily used in hide processing. Until now, this adaptation has been undocumented 
on the plateau. However, the scraper tool is one of the most widely studied formal non­
hunting tool (Binford 1968; Dibble 1987; Kehoe 2005; Weedman 2005). A clear 
understanding of procurement, manufacture and use strategies or chaine operatoire 
(Dibble 1987; Grace 1997; Odell 2001; Shott 1989, 2002; Shott and Sillitoe 2005) for 
this tool industry is unknown. The analysis of this tool class may help to identify shifts in 
subsistence practices.
Significance of Research
The slate industry recovered from the village is described in this analysis. It is yet 
another step towards understanding the socio-economic complexity o f village life. This 
thesis will develop models identifying procurement, manufacture, and use strategies as 
well as analyze the temporal distribution of the industry. A typology will be developed in 
order to classify the various manufactured tool forms. Previous research in the area has 
noted the use of certain elements (i.e. grinding, cutting, and hafting) in the manufacture 
process. However until now archaeologists have not encountered the use of slate as a 
multipurpose raw material. The use of slate in the production of tools has been minimal
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(Wilson and Carlson 1980) on the Plateau. The Bridge River people developed a unique 
tool adaptation in order to process hides and other soft materials.
Thesis Outline
This thesis is structured as follows. Chapter 2, History ot Research and Physical 
Setting, describes the research undertaken in the region, lays out the understood culture 
history for the study area, and presents the physical environment of the site. Chapter 3, 
Theoretical Background provides the foundation and analytical methods which allows 
interpretation for these artifacts. Chapter 4, Description of the Scraper, presents the 
methods and results of this analysis. It develops a manufacture and use sequence or 
chaine operatoire for the artifacts and discusses the variations of this tool. Chapter 5, 
Temporal Analysis: Methods and Results which examines the chronology and inter­
assemblage variability of the artifacts within the village. A discussion of all results is 
presented in Chapter 6.
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CHAPTER TWO:
Physical, Historical, and Cultural Setting
The purpose of this chapter is to give a meaning and place to the Bridge River site. In 
order to accomplish this, a brief description of the physical setting is provided along with 
a summary of the archaeological research conducted at the site as well as a synopsis of 
the current study. The prevailing cultural chronology for the mid-Fraser valley is also 
included in this chapter, as a discussion of temporal trends will be presented in chapter 
five.
Physical Setting
The regional boundaries of the Canadian Plateau are contained entirely within the 
Province of British Columbia. The Eastern boundary is considered to be the Rocky 
Mountain Front, and to the West the Coast Range. The Southern boundary is the 
Okanagan Highlands (Chatters 1995; Richards and Rousseau 1987). The Northern limits 
of the Plateau are south of Bums Lake, British Columbia (Rousseau 2004)
The Canadian Plateau is a region characterized by dramatic vertical relief. Vegetation 
zones are sorted based on topography and rainfall, causing wide variation between 
temperate rain-forest, to desert, savanna or alpine tundra conditions (Chatters 1995; 
Chatters and Pokotylo 1998; Pokotylo and Mitchell 1989). The site is perched on a river 
terrace overlooking the narrow Bridge River Valley. River terraces are typically the 
driest zones, and have the highest summer temperatures (Alexander 1992). The Bridge 
River Site lies within the Ponderosa Pine Bioclimatic Zone. This zone is characterized 
by Ponderosa Pine, sagebrush and bunch grasses (Chatters and Pokotylo 1998; Mathews
1978). Current site vegetation includes Sage, Saskatoon berry Bushes, currants,,__
Ponderosa, wild rye and other wheat grasses.
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A brief introduction to the geology of the Mid-Fraser valley is essential for 
understanding the significance of this slate tool industry. Ryder’s (1978) study adequately 
describes the geomorphology of the area. Several major faults, trending between N15 W 
and N 40 W cross the region (Miller 1987; Schiarizza and Gaba 2005; Stryd and 
Lawhead 1978). The Bridge River site lies along the Eastern Yalakom Fault Zone 
(Miller 1987; Schiarizza and Gaba 2005; Stryd and Lawhead 1978). Bedrock consisting 
of sandstones, conglomerates and argillites underlie the Camelsfoot Range (Miller 1987; 
Schiarizza and Gaba 2005; Stryd and Lawhead 1978). Lower slopes of the valley contain 
complex benchlands consisting of landforms such as river terraces, alluvial fans, kame 
terraces and moraines (Stryd and Lawhead 1978). River terraces are intersected by 
ravines, or divided by talus slopes and cliffs.
The Bridge River flows through exposed bedrock known as the Bridge River Group 
(Miller 1989; Schiarizza and Gaba 2005), consisting of argillite, slate, phyllite, quartzite, 
greywacke, chert, and limestone. Below the Bridge River Site, a large section of argillite 
is exposed along the banks of the river and extending 0.6 Km towards the Fraser 
confluence (Stryd and Hills 1972; McNurdo 2003: Personal Correspondence).
History of Research
A series of expeditions to the region occurred late in the 19th century. Some of the 
many explorers included G.M. Dawson (1891), Harlan I. Smith (1899, 1900), and James 
Teit (1900, 1907). These early ethnographers documented life ways of the aboriginal 
peoples they encountered. Much of their notes and descriptions survive as well as 
pictures of the places and peoples they met. The ethnographic record is reliable for 
interpreting late (proto-historic) occupations.
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The area around Lillooet, British Columbia was not visited by the modem field of 
archaeology until C. E. Borden led a series of excavations beginning in the 1950’s 
(Sanger 1967). His work stimulated other researchers such as David Sanger to further 
explore the region. Sanger and Borden established an early component for the region 
which dates outside the scope of this thesis. Later components had been identified, but a 
clear cultural chronology could not be established.
In the early 1960’s, Earl Swanson published a work entitled Emergence o f Plateau 
Culture (1962). Though Swanson’s work focused on the patterns exhibited on the 
Columbia plateau in Central Washington State, his idea that intensified salmon 
subsistence brought about the emergence of larger villages and stimulated trade with 
coastal populations so greatly influenced researchers that it is still viable today.
Previous investigations of the Bridge River Site were limited. In 1957, an 
archaeological survey was conducted by Len Hills between the towns o f Big Bar and 
Lillooet, British Columbia (Stryd and Hills 1972). This is considered to be the first 
documentation of the site. A mdimentary map of the site was made in 1960.
Amoud Stryd began a series of excavations and survey in the Lillooet area in 1968 
(Stryd 1971). At this time “only about 25 archaeological sites were on file at the British 
Columbia Provincial Museum for the Lillooet Region” (Stryd and Lawhead 1978). Stryd 
joined with Hills to produce An Archaeological Site Survey o f the Lillooet- Big Bar Area, 
British Columbia in 1972. Surveys of large portions of the Fraser River and tributaries 
were conducted; excavation focus was broad, including storage pits, burials and house-pit 
features. In 1974 Stryd again visited the Bridge River Site. A new map of the site was 
generated and eight house-pits were tested (Stryd 1974a). One of Stryd’s goals was to
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establish a cultural chronology for the area (Stryd 1974a). A variety of artifacts were 
recovered and several C14 samples collected. Dates from these samples indicate that 
Bridge River is inhabited at the same time as the nearby site at Keatley Creek.
Interestingly, Stryd recovered 78 “large core unifaces manufactured on thin cleavage 
plates of argillite (a type of slate)” (Stryd and Hills 1972) from the Bridge River site.
This is the first reference to the artifact raw material and tool presented in this paper. 
Stryd goes on to report that “this artifact type appears to have a restricted distribution. 
The distribution of these artifacts may reflect the raw material source, which is the banks 
of the Bridge River” (Stryd and Hills 1972).
Further excavations at the site were initiated when the Lillooet-Pioneer roadway 
underwent upgrading in 1984 (McNurdo 2003: Personal Communication). Areas 
Consultants, under the direction of Stryd, sampled three more house-pits. A narrow 
range of artifacts was recovered during these excavations (McNurdo 2003: Personal 
Communication). Investigators noted visible surface lithics, and evidence for pothunters. 
Despite the disturbance from the road maintenance and looting, it is estimated that 90% 
of the upper terrace face is intact.
Other archaeologists who have contributed to the regional understanding of the 
Plateau include Hayden, who was mentioned earlier in this discussion. Dr. Hayden has 
influenced a generation of archaeologists in the area due to publication of numerous 
articles as well as books and edited volumes which document the winter village of 
Keatley Creek. Many others have investigated subsistence practices from plant resources 
(see Alexander 1992; Lepofsky and Peacock 2004) to fishing and hunting (Kennedy and 
Bouchard 1977, 1992; Romanoff 1992). Richards and Rousseau (1987) and Rousseau
(2004b) helped to establish the prevailing cultural chronology for lithics. A 
comprehensive outline of the Plateau Pithouse Tradition is provided below.
Cultural Chronology
Dated material recovered from the Bridge River site places occupation of the area 
within the Plateau Pithouse Tradition (4,500-200 BP) (Rousseau 2004b). The PPT 
comprises the Lochnore (?), Shuswap, Plateau, and Kamloops Horizons (Prentiss and 
Kuijt 2004b, Rousseau 2004b). This tradition is characterized by semi-sedentary hunter- 
gatherers. Hunter-gatherers were organized according to seasonal food procurement 
strategies which included berry gathering, intensive fishing and to a lesser extent 
ungulate harvesting (Richards and Rousseau 1987; Rousseau 2004b). The PPT gets its 
name from the semi-subterranean, multifamily dwellings termed pithouses, which are 
developed in order to "overwinter" in the Mid-Fraser region. This section reviews the 
established chronology developed by Richards and Rousseau (1987), Stryd and Rousseau 
(1996), and Rousseau (2004b).
The Lochnore component is considered to be the earliest expression of the PPT, 
beginning around 4,500 B.P. and lasting until 3,500 B.P (Rousseau 2004b). These dates 
are contentious (Prentiss and Kuijt 2004b) due to climate changes and widespread 
abandonment of the interior. This occupational horizon is not evident at the Bridge River 
site (Prentiss et al 2004, 2005); further discussion of cultural characteristics is outside of 
the range of this thesis. Instead, a discussion of the later PPT is presented below.
Shuswap Horizon: (3,500 to 2,400 BP)
The earliest cultural horizon within the Plateau Pithouse Tradition is known as the 
Shuswap horizon, beginning ca. 3500 BP and lasts until 2400 BP (Richards and Rousseau
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1987). Climatic conditions during this horizon are slightly cooler and wetter than those 
of today. Housepit structure is designed to insulate inhabitants from the harsh winters of 
the Plateau. Evidence of large post holes in the floors indicates the presence of wooden 
superstructures that are most likely covered with earth (Richards and Rousseau 1987). 
This closely resembles ethnographic descriptions by Dawson (1899) and Teit (1900). 
Pithouse diameters average 10.7 meters with circular or oval, flat floor plans. These 
floors commonly have hearth features, and internal storage pits associated with them.
In order to inhabit the Plateau during the winter months, peoples developed a collector 
strategy for food procurement. This strategy, developed by Binford (1980), states that 
collectors move goods to consumers; in this case, the village site. This form of semi- 
sedentism relies on the collector strategy in order to last through the winter months 
(Alexander 1992; Hayden 1995, 1997a, 1997b; Hayden et al 2000a, 2000b; Prentiss et al 
2004, 2005; Prentiss and Kuijt 2004; Rousseau 2004). Under a collector strategy, 
logistically organized task groups would focus on large game mammals. Archaeological 
evidence of harvested animals include deer, elk, mountain sheep, black bear as well as 
smaller animals such as: beaver, muskrat, red fox, snowshoe hare, and trumpeter swan 
(Richards and Rousseau 1987). Intensified salmon procurement is developed during this 
time period; however, it did not mature until later cultural horizons (Richards and 
Rousseau 1987).
At sites where exceptional preservation exists, advanced bone and antler technology 
has been recovered. Discoidal beads, bone bracelets (?), points, harpoon valves and awls 
are noteworthy representative faunal remains from the Shuswap Horizon (Richards and 
Rousseau 1987).
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Evidence of limited trade between groups has been substantiated through the recovery 
of unmodified dentalium and unidentified species of coastal shells present at interior 
sites. Furthermore, some researchers have suggested that several Shuswap projectile 
points resemble the coastal Locarno Beach phase points which would indicate contact 
may have existed between the two regions (Prentiss and Chatters 2003, Prentiss and Kuijt 
2004, Richards and Rousseau 1987; see chapter 6 for discussion).
The Shuswap lithic assemblage is typically considered “less complex in workmanship, 
composition, and technological sophistication as compared to later horizons of the PPT” 
(Richards and Rousseau 1987). Low-grade lithic raw material is typically used in 
manufacture. Projectile points have a wide range of morphological variation, but 
generally have lanceolate or triangular shape. The length and width o f the points may 
indicate use as spear tips or atlatl darts (Richards and Rousseau 1987). Other lithic types 
noted within the Shuswap horizon deposits include key-shaped unifaces and bifaces, 
endscrapers, microblades, and cobble tools. The recovery of groundstone, formal 
scrapers, and artwork within this horizon is rare (Richards and Rousseau 1987).
Plateau Horizon: (2,400 to 1,200 BP)
The advent of the Plateau horizon coincides with a climatic shift. Earlier climate 
conditions during the Shuswap horizons were cool and moist. However during this 
horizon, conditions are warmer and dryer, resembling climate patterns at present (Hebda 
1982). The Plateau horizon spans from ca. 2400 to 1200 BP. Housepits dating within this 
horizon are characteristically smaller than Shuswap horizon housepits, with an average 
size of six meters (Richards and Rousseau 1987; Rousseau 2004), though an exception 
has been noted within the Mid-Fraser region where housepits average 10 meters
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(Rousseau 2004). The floor plan for many housepits changes slightly within this period: 
now featuring a central hearth; with smaller cooking and storage pits, and benches lining 
the wall (Richards and Rousseau 1987).
Food procurement strategies are comparable to those employed during the Shuswap 
Horizon. Archaeologists understand that diet is beginning to rely more upon marine 
resources (Richards and Rousseau 1987). According to stable carbon isotope analysis of 
human burials near Lillooet, 60% of all dietary protein has marine origins (Pokotylo and 
Froese 1983; Richards and Rousseau 1987). Peoples also utilized roots as a food source 
(Lepofsky et al 1989; Peacock and Lepofsky 2004), based on recovered groundstone and 
botanical remains.
The bone and antler tool assemblage dating within the Plateau horizon is similar to 
that of the Shuswap horizon. Harpoons, bone points, beads and gaming pieces are 
typically recovered (Richards and Rousseau 1987). Intensification of trade between 
coastal and interior groups at this time is well documented: there is an increase of coastal 
shell beads including dentalium and olivella shell; and higher quality lithic raw material 
is found on the Plateau during this horizon. The recovery of nephrite, a form of jade, has 
been recorded at both coastal and interior sites (Richards and Rousseau 1987).
The Plateau type point is bilaterally barbed with comer notches (Richards and 
Rousseau 1987). These projectile points have two size classifications, the larger being 
used for atlatl darts, whereas the smaller points are assumed to be used as arrow points. 
The use of arrows on the Plateau is thought to occur ca. 1,800 BP (Prentiss et al 2005; 
Richards and Rousseau 1987, Rousseau 2004). The quality of workmanship for chipped 
stone is markedly higher as compared to the previous horizon: “Bifaces and projectile
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points are often quite large, thin and symmetrical, and demonstrate well-controlled 
pressure flaking” (Richards and Rousseau 1987). The use of key-shaped scrapers and 
endscrapers increases during the Plateau horizon.
Kamloops Horizon: (1,200 to 200 BP)
The terminal cultural horizon within the PPT is the Kamloops horizon. Archaeologists 
generally date this horizon from ca. 1,200 B.P. until contact. Environmental conditions 
closely resemble those of today.
Kamloops housepits are characterized by a wide variation in size: 6 meters to 20.0 
meters (Rousseau 2004). Shape of the pithouse depressions also becomes varied, ranging 
from oval or circular to rectangular or square. The layout of floors closely resembles the 
earlier Plateau horizon. Kamloops occupations exhibit greater reliance on large storage 
pits outside of the house-pit (Richards and Rousseau 1987).
Subsistence strategies within the Kamloops horizon suggest logistically organized 
procurement. Subsistence resources include deer, roots and berries (Lepofsky and 
Peacock 2004; Prentiss and Kuijt 2004). Analysis o f the stable isotope indicates that 40- 
60% of the protein intake was from salmon (Lepofsky et al 1996). The fishing at Six Mile 
Rapids (near the present-day town of Lillooet, British Columbia) continues to produce 
economically significant salmon (Oncorhyncus sp.). Five different species o f salmon are 
known to pass this far into the interior to spawn (Kennedy and Bouchard 1977, 1992;
Kew 1992; Kuijt 1989; Romanoff 1992). Ethnographic accounts state that status is 
associated with certain fishing locales along these rapids (Hayden et al. 2000a; Kennedy 
and Bouchard 1992, 1977).
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Technology employing the use of bone, antler and teeth increases in variety and 
frequency (Richards and Rousseau 1987). Incised decoration on artifacts is also present, 
with geometric patterning such as lines, circles, and dots (Richards and Rousseau 1987). 
Points, beads, harpoons, awls, whistles, and gaming pieces are just some of the many 
faunal artifacts recovered within the Kamloops horizon.
An association between the Plateau and Coastal populations continues; imported raw 
materials are recovered in burials dating within this time period. Presence of olivella and 
dentalium shell continues. In addition, pieces of whalebone have been recovered on the 
interior (Sanger 1967).
The dominant lithic technology employed during this horizon relies exclusively on 
bow and arrow technology. The Kamloops side notched type points are small, triangular 
shaped and have small, narrow side notches (Richards and Rousseau 1987). Sanger 
originally described these points to have an average length of 2.04 cm length and 1.32 cm 
width (Sanger 1967). At the close of this horizon (ca. 400-100 BP), a multi-notched form 
of the Kamloops point has been noted. “These points have up to four additional notches 
along one lateral blade margin and are slightly larger than Kamloops side-notched 
varieties” (Richards and Rousseau 1987; Rousseau 2004). Lithics manufactured during 
this latest horizon are finely crafted from high-grade raw material. Fine pressure flaking 
on both points and knives is evident (Richards and Rousseau 1987; Rousseau 2004). 
Technology existed within the Plateau Horizon (as evidenced by the presence of modified 
nephrite artifacts), for groundstone and cut stone artifacts (Darwent 1998); however 
during the Kamloops horizon, manufacture and use of groundstone artifacts explode in
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use frequency. Mauls, beads, adzes, scrapers and knives are just some of the variety of 
artifacts made using groundstone technology.
Research at the Bridge River Site
A broad scale sampling of house and pit features was used during excavations 
(Prentiss et al 2004). During the 2003 and 2004 University of Montana field excavations, 
a total of 58 houses and 16 external pit features were sampled. Excavation sites were 
identified on the basis of remote sensing survey. Results of the electromagnetic (EM) 
susceptibility and soil electrical conductivity were used to identify potential hearth and 
roasting pit features. The design of this testing method helped to recover information on 
house floor and activity areas as well as subsistence patterns (Prentiss et al. 2004, 2005). 
Artifact recovery included botanical, lithic and faunal material as well as collection of 
Carbon 14 (C14) samples.
Chronology of the Bridge River Site
Ninety-eight dates have been obtained from dated material at the Bridge River site. Of 
these, eight dates were recorded by Stryd in the 1970’s. The remaining 90 were obtained 
during the 2003 and 2004 field seasons. Prentiss et al. (2004 and 2005) have determined 
that the Plateau and Kamloops horizons make up the lithic assemblage at Bridge River. 
The earliest accepted date for occupation of the Bridge River site is ca. 1,900 cal. BP.
A total of 90 Radiocarbon dates were calibrated in this analysis. These were drawn from 
55 housepits and 13 external pit features. All dates were obtained by University of 
Arizona AMS Laboratory. Eighty dates were generated using AMS, and 10 were 
standard. Markle and Prentiss (2005) defined four distinct occupations o f the Bridge 
River site terrace: Bridge River 1 (BR1) is considered the initial occupation of the
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village, beginning at 1,864 B.P. and continuing until 1,696 B.P. Bridge River 2 (BR 2) 
is established at 1,646 B.P. and lasts until 1,414 B.P. Most of the following analysis will 
begin with this occupation as artifacts dating within this range are more numerous than 
BR1. The third occupation of the village (Bridge River 3) is considered to be 1,375 to 
1,139 B.P. The terminal occupation of the village by proto-historic inhabitants occurs 
between 638 and 167 B.P.
Table 2.1 Occupation sequence for the village at Bridge River, British Columbia.
Occupation Sequence for the Village at Bridge River, BC
Pre-Bridge River: Prior to 2,470 B.P.
Bridge River 1: 1,864-1,696 B.P.
Bridge River 2: 1,646-1,414 B.P.
Bridge River 3: 1,375-1,139 B.P.
Hiatus
Bridge River 4: 638-167 B.P.
Lithic Source Survey Methodology
A lithic source survey is conducted to assess the proximity of raw materials to the 
village site. The artifacts manufactured from slate and silicified shale are undocumented 
on the Plateau. It is because of this lack of documentation, that it is important to identify 
possible quarry sites, or areas where these raw materials (and others) are located.
“Source information is useful to the discussion and consideration of the origin of raw 
materials” (Larson 1993). Lithic source identification was conducted over a two week 
period during the summer 2004 excavations by the author and a colleague Darrell Austin. 
Leads were provided by local rock collectors, researchers that have previously worked in 
the area, and by local native elders including Chief Bobo Jack (W’isten). In addition, a 
judgmental ground surface survey was conducted in areas where exposed geologic
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deposits were accessible. Where applicable, samples were collected in order to be 
compared with artifacts in the lab.
Survey Results
Below the Bridge River Site, a large section of argillite is exposed along the banks of 
the Bridge River and extending 0.6 Km towards the Fraser confluence (McNurdo 2003: 
Personal Correspondence; Stryd and Hills 1972). Many of the stream drainages were 
assessed between the Bridge River site and the small settlement of Moha, British 
Columbia. These drainages expose much of the glacial deposits and bedrock. A graded 
series of shales, slates and sandstones appears throughout the study area. A quarry for 
the slate and silicified shale tools at Bridge River could not be ascertained. It is noted that 
the slate tools recovered from the village are large and it is postulated that transportation 
of lithic nodules would not be carried over large distances. At a distance of less than 200 
meters from the edge of the village; a workable grade of slate and silicified shale can be 
found along the bank of the Bridge River.
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CHAPTER THREE: 
THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS
Interpretation of this lithic assemblage was contingent on developing a theoretical 
foundation on which to base analytical methods used in analysis. The arrangement this 
analysis will be based on a consideration of a four-part framework. The analysis begins 
with a discussion of lithic technological organization reflecting how groups of stone tools 
fit into broader economies. Design Theory will help to understand the design of specific 
tools and by extension how these tools fit into a broader strategy. A study of the chaine 
operatoire allows archaeologists to understand the manufacture process, and the tool 
user’s decision making process as it relates to procurement, use, reuse, and discard of 
tools. Decisions are made based on lithic raw material properties. Based on this 
understanding, a technological and functional analysis may begin to sort patterned traits 
into typological classifications. From this, a framework for manufacture or chaine 
operatoire will be sustained.
Lithic Technological Organization
Many different definitions and descriptions for technological organization have been 
proposed. In this analysis, Nelson’s (1991) definition for the organization of technology 
summarized the scope of this project: “The study of the selection and integration of 
strategies for making, using, transporting, and discarding tools and the materials needed 
for their manufacture and maintenance.” Many researchers feel that the relationship 
between mobility, tool organization, and access to raw material resources (see Bamforth 
1991; Bettinger 1991; Binford 1980; Carr 1994; Kelly 1988, 1992) is directly related to 
the environment within which the society inhabits.
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Expedient and Curated Technologies
A great deal of information may be gained from the study of time invested within any 
lithic technological organization. Two tool technologies have been identified by Binford 
(1978): expedient and curated. Expedient tools are produced and used in response to 
immediate needs. These tools have little to no modification, and tend to be discarded 
once the task is completed. Inherently, these tools have a minimum amount of time 
invested during manufacture. In curated tools, often known as formal tools, have higher 
levels of time and energy invested during production (Andrefsky 1994; Binford 1973, 
1980; Carr 1994). This analysis will consider curated tools as those exhibiting a 
significant degree of modification and or intentional shaping in the manufacture process 
occurs prior to use (see Odell 2001; Shott 1996).
Technological Organization of Mid-Fraser Villages
The occupation of the village at Bridge River follows the pattern for winter house-pit 
villages previously established for the Keatley Creek Site (Hayden 1997; Hayden et al. 
2000a). Hunter-gatherer mobility is closely related to the structure of food resources in an 
environment (Kelly 1988, 1992). The inhabitants of the village at Bridge River utilized a 
collector strategy for food procurement (Prentiss et al. 2004, 2005). Resources are 
transported and stored at the village site to be used at a later time. Closely associated 
with food procurement is the stockpiling of lithic raw material. If the lithic assemblage is 
consistent with winter house-pit occupation, we expect to find large quantities of 
exhausted cores and tools (ie bipolar cores, bipolar tools), recycling o f discarded tools, 
and small expedient flake tools (Prentiss 2000). Clarke (2005) has shown that the lithic
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assemblage exhibits broad patterns similar to the Keatley Creek site, a comparable winter 
house-pit village.
Design Theory
In order to understand the technological process, researchers must make a 
consideration for the selection of raw material, as well as the manufacture and design of 
the tool; and the features necessary for the planned function of the tool (Adams 2002). 
Essentially, the tool design is influenced by its functional effectiveness.
The essence of design theory is that tools are manufactured in order to solve a specific 
adaptive or functional problem (Bleed 1986; Rousseau 1992). This preparation is done in 
anticipation of future needs (Carr 1994). Most often, these tools are made from high 
quality materials that are durable (Rousseau 1992). It is anticipated that tools with the 
potential of lasting long periods of time would not show up in the archaeological record 
in numerous quantities. Distribution, availability, and quality of lithic material across the 
landscape is a major constraint on how raw materials are used (Adams 2002; Andrefsky 
1994; Bamforth 1986).
Chaine Operatoire
The study of manufacture and use patterns allows researchers to reconstruct a chaine 
operatiore (Andrefsky 1998; Dibble 1987; Geneste and Maury 1997; Grace 1997; Odell 
2001; Shott 2002; Shott and Sillitoe 2005) for tools. The study of initial manufacture, 
episodes of retouch, possible reforming, and recycling after extensive edge dulling or 
transverse snaps provide a complex record for tool production and use (Andrefsky 1998; 
Dibble 1987; Geneste and Maury 1997; Rousseau 2004; Shott 2002). Lithic researchers 
have long based analysis on such attributes: use, reuse, and discard (Adams 2002).
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Curated tools are created in order to address a specific problem, but are designed in such 
a way as to be reused (Shott 1989). Experimental archaeology has demonstrated that 
bifaces can be redesigned, are able to meet variable functions, stand up to repeated use 
with minimal investment for resharpening, and can be converted into highly efficient 
cores (Andrefsky 1994). This organizational “flexibility” in lithic technology allows for 
reliable rejuvenation of tools (Andrefsky 1998; Dibble 1987; Rousseau 1992).
Figure 3.1 Schematic Diagram of the Chaine Operatoire. Borrowed Elements from Grace (1997).
Chaine Operatoire
Typology
DiscardRaw
Material
Procurement
U se
Manufacture
Distribution of Raw 
Materia]
Design Theory 
Intentional shaping 
ie. Chipping, grinding, 
cutting, or hafting
Activities, 
Activity Areas
Loss, Worn Out, 
Breakage
Design Theory Deposition in 
Activity Area
Figure 3.1 illustrates a schematic diagram for the chaine operatiore. As tools move 
through the manufacture and use process, some are reused, or may be discarded due to 
loss, breakage or simply wearing out. In this diagram the manufacture process the tool 
goes through (ie. chipping, grinding, cutting, or hafting) is the basis for developing
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typology. Grace (1997) has included primary and secondary reduction sequences in the 
development of typology.
Archaeologists have established reduction sequences for tool manufacture (see 
Callahan 1979; Johnson 1981; Whittaker 1994). Callahan (1979) identifies a five stage 
reduction method for manufacture after obtaining a core, 1) blank, 2) edged piece, 3) 
primarily thinned piece, 4) secondarily thinned piece and 5) shaped piece. During any 
one of these stages, the artifact may be lost, misplaced, or broken. During manufacture, 
the tool is in a constant state of transition, as flint-knapping is a subtractive process 
(Callahan 1970). A similar reduction sequence was developed by Whittaker (1994)
Once a tool has been manufactured to a desired stage, it may be further modified or 
resharpened as indicated by patterns of retouch. Retouch is the intentional process by 
which a tool may be chipped or abraded along the working or hafted edge (Odell 2003). 
During the life of these tools (prior to discard) many will undergo episodes of 
resharpening and maintenance (Carr 1994). Retouch is defined by Odell (1994:77) as 
“any intentional modification of an edge by fracturing; thus both the chips off a retouched 
flake and the shaping of a biface (are included in the analysis).” Retouched tools are 
known to have had a variety of functions (Andrefsky 1994). The presence of retouch is 
also considered to be an indication that the tool was adapted for multiple uses or hafts 
(Andrefsky 1994).
Suitability
Tools at village sites are developed to complete specific tasks. Three general 
categories have been developed by archaeologists to identify these use strategies: hunting 
and butchery, hide working, and basketry (Light Duty) and woodworking (heavy duty)
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(Hayden et al. 2000a). Production of tools intended for long use would be manufactured 
from durable material (Hayden et al. 1996). These tools would need to be reliable and 
easily maintained (Andrefsky 1994; Rousseau 2004) with the potential of resharpening. 
Typology
This analysis will use typology as a way of measuring variation among tools. 
“Typologies have long been used to permit condensation of information into manageable 
analytical units, to facilitate culture historical reconstruction and to allow recognition and 
comparison of inherent inter- and intra-assemblage variability” (Rousseau 1992: 13). The 
typology used in this analysis is developed in order to readily identify specific 
manufacture traits exhibited, and the function of these tools. A true “type” artifact is 
considered to exhibit recurring and uniquely patterned morphological, technological and 
physical attributes that are easily distinguished from all other tool types (Hill and Evans 
1972; Rousseau 1992). This will effectively allow the archaeologist to access the actual 
manifestation of chaine operatiore.
Lithic Raw Material Properties
Initially, a choice is made in the selection of raw material for the appropriate size and 
texture (Adams 2002; Bonnichsen 1977). This will come to influence the macrostructure 
(or finished) tool form (Bonnichsen 1977). At Bridge River, slate and silicified shale are 
used as scraper tools.
The geochemical properties of slate are well documented. Atomic particles align 
along cleavage (bedding) planes (Andrefsky 1998; Odell 2003). It has a fine-grained 
texture, and is brittle. According to Bonnichsen (1977), “internal flaws such as bedding 
planes may considerably reduce the strength of the material.”
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Another closely related raw material “silicified shale” was also used. This material is 
slightly more metamorphosed (Busch 2004) and contains larger amounts of silica 
bonding many of these bedding planes. This causes the physical properties of the 
material to still fracture along cleavage planes, however it is more isotrophic; that is it 
fractures in more directions. Silica pockets vary among the bedrock, and cause internal 
flaws in the raw material.
Hafting
Part of the typology developed in this analysis considers hafting elements. Hafting 
elements present on tools are known to change the morphological nature of the artifact 
(Andrefsky 1998). Hafting elements also exhibit wear patterns (Dockall 1997), from 
joining with the sinew and bone or wood shafts. Recent studies have shown that hafted 
tools tend to be small, extensively retouched, commonly curated, and have special 
features relating to hafting (Keeley 1982; Rousseau 1992). These special features include 
notches or shoulders which were used to secure the tool to the hafting element (Rousseau
2004).
Tools which were not hafted, but hand held are intentionally “backed.” Backing is the 
term applied to tools which have an intentionally dulled edge (either chipped or ground) 
opposite the utilized edge (Andrefsky 1998) to facilitate being hand held.
Study of Groundstone and Slate tools within the NW Coast and Plateau
It is well known that Coastal populations processed slate into finely ground knives and 
points (Borden 1970; Burley 1980; Carlson 1970; Hester 1978). The knowledge 
necessary to produce such tools was established long before the initial settlement of the 
Bridge River site (ca. 1,900 B.P.). Some researchers suggest that knives may have been
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utilized in mass fish processing while others offer the possibility that they were used in 
root processing (Burley 1980; Morin 2004).
Wilson and Carlson (1980) conducted salvage excavations near Kamloops, British 
Columbia. The limited research revealed the presence of groundstone slate abraders and 
a ground slate point. These researchers note that ground stone implements are 
“exceedingly rare” in the Kamloops locality (Wilson and Carlson 1980:63).
A brief description of the manufacture of nephrite adzes should be included in this 
discussion. Darwent (1998) discusses the prehistoric use of nephrite on the British 
Columbia Plateau. Nephrite is a form of jade and is mined in Southern British Columbia. 
This was a highly valued raw material by early peoples. Nephrite is extremely durable 
and holds a working edge far longer than other chipped stone tools. In order to 
manufacture this raw material, a large time investment is necessary. Darwent (1998) 
calculated that in order to cut 1 mm of nephrite using traditional methods, it would 
require an hour of labor investment. The key point I wish to stress is that nephrite is cut. 
Many of the following artifacts in this discussion are cut or sawn during the manufacture 
process. Nephrite artifacts have been recovered from the nearby site of Keatley Creek 
(Hayden et al. 2000) and Bridge River (Prentiss et al. 2004, 2005).
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CHAPTER FOUR: 
DESCRIPTION OF THE SCRAPER
The previous chapter explained how archaeologists may understand lithic 
technological organization through the study of design theory, and chaine operatiore as 
manifested through patterns and variations in typology. This chapter examines the steps 
utilized in defining attributes of slate and silicified shale tools. A descriptive approach 
was developed in order to classify this tool assemblage. The tools are primarily made 
out of the raw material known as slate and its metamorphosed cousin, silicified shale. A 
large part of the objective involved identifying statistically significant patterns within a 
range of forms and hafting techniques. Ultimately, I suggest that these characteristics 
point to new patterns of lithic technological organization within the Mid-Fraser Canyon 
(Mandelko 2004, 2005). Where appropriate, ethnographic data is used to help interpret 
this assemblage.
Lab Methods
Analysis of all lithic material was conducted at Simon Fraser University Department 
o f Archaeology in Burnaby, British Columbia. Tools were examined according to the 
SFU Keatley Creek Lithic Tool Typology. The slate industry was added to this typology 
during lithic analysis as these types of tools were not found at the Keatley Creek site. 
These were assigned to type 222 (scraper) and type 223 (knife) for later analysis. Ten 
additional types were established to categorize unique manufacture and style in slate and 
silicified shale artifacts (Prentiss et al 2005).
The following information was recorded for all slate artifacts: Raw material 
identification, evidence of thermal alteration, metrics (length, width, thickness), tool edge 
angle, use wear type, and evidence for retouch. Metric information was generated using
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digital calipers, and edge angle measurements were obtained by using a Wards Contact 
Goniometer. Macroscopic and microscopic techniques were used to determine use-wear 
patterns. Each tool was then drawn showing multiple faces and margins (Prentiss et al
2005). The data set is composed of lithic tools drawn from 63 housepit structures and 16 
external pit features. A total of N 320 tools were used in this portion of the analysis.
The Tool
The data are analyzed using multiple analytical methods in order to examine patterns 
in material type, morphology, manufacture and use wear. This approach is done in order 
to reconstruct a chaine operatoire (see Chapter 3 for details) for these tools. From this 
generalized perspective of manufacture and use patterns, development of a manufacture 
related typology for these tools is sustained. The general assumption that slate and 
silicified shale scrapers are used as specialized tools is substantiated through this study of 
morphology.
A descriptive approach was utilized in this analysis; attributes selected for study are 
both subjective and objective (refer to Appendix A for the list of attributes selected in this 
analysis). Classification systems are developed in order to characterize and discriminate 
along different parts (for a discussion of type-variety systems see Odell 2003:104-105).
In order to identify significant variables among the tool sample, principle component 
analysis is used. Types were discerned using morphological, stylistic, technological, and 
functional parameters (Odell 2003).
A typology is developed in order to characterize the collection and to differentiate 
among different parts of it (Andrefsky 1998; Odell 2003). As not all attributes are present
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on each artifact, type definition incorporates levels of variability tolerated and 
accommodated in this study.
Use-wear Analysis and Employable Units
The interior of British Columbia has extensive ethnographic observation, and the 
subsistence and seasonal patterning of these societies is generally understood. Early 
historians documented the varied uses of scraping tools against wood, bone, roots, and 
hides. Essentially all scraping tools begin with a primary modified edge (Dibble 1987). 
At any time, other margins may be modified to meet the needs of the manufacturer.
Use-wear analysis is an independent method developed by archaeologists used to test 
how tools were utilized. During analysis, tools are assigned a functional category based 
on inferred functions. An employable unit (EU) (Knudson 1983) is designated for each 
distinct edge on a tool. This provides an avenue for describing the variability in 
applications or functions of tools. It was not uncommon for a single slate tool to have 
multiple EU’s, either for the same purpose (i.e. reuse) or for different functions. This 
analysis identified a total of N 386 analytical Employable Units (EU’s). It is proposed 
that stone tools with longer use life will have a reduced discard rate and resulting 
assemblage size (Shott 1989, 2002).
Use-wear studies employing low powered microscopy have demonstrated that this is a 
useful technique for gauging the general hardness of the worked materials based on 
patterns of damage scars (Callahan 1979; Dockall 1997; Odell 2001; Yerkes 1983). 
Distinct wear patterns have been established for hard materials such as antler and bone; 
versus softer woods and fibers or hide and meat (Keeley 1980; Odell 2001; Yerkes 1983). 
Using low powered microscopic resolution, determination of whether a tool was used as a
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scraper or utilized in some sort of cutting activity can easily be determined by looking at 
the presence of abrasive wear patterns: rounding, polish, and striations. Use-wear 
patterns were identified by using a Motic SMZ-168-BP with 0.75x to 50x zoom, and 
American Optical 45RT Series 40 Microscope with 7X to 30X zoom. Analysis examined 
the wear on the distal edge and identified: polish, rounding, striations, and crushing (see 
Chapter 2 for description).
Rounding occurs with the general use of a tool (Dockall 1997) along utilized margins. 
Polish will begin to develop on well rounded margins through continued use. Polish is 
the degree to which a utilized edge reflects light (Rousseau 1992). Hide polish is 
typically bright on the tool surface. If tool function requires a repeated motion, striations 
will form. Striations occur when material contact with a tool edge occurs in a linear 
pattern (Dockall 1997) creating “furrows” or scratches along the lateral margin incised 
into the raw material.
Use-wear analysis indicates that the Bridge River slate and silicified shale tools have a 
“primary task” function of scraping. Note that many have been used in “secondary” 
capacities (i.e. knives, wedge, palettes). Part of the manufacture process involved 
abrasion of the raw material. Grinding is characterized by coarse abrasive wear (Johnson 
1981). Using low powered magnification as suggested by Odell (2001), use-wear 
analysis of these tools is consistent with hide and/or soft material wear characterized by 
well rounded utilized margins, with most striations occurring perpendicular to the 
working edge.
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Principle Component Analysis
Appendix B presents the raw data matrix for all slate and silicified shale artifacts 
utilized in this thesis. Artifacts are arranged according to housepit, sub square, stratum, 
and level. Attributes present on an artifact were assigned the number one. Absence of 
attributes were assigned the number 0. Principle component analysis is derived from data 
present in columns labeled “slate” through “reuse.”
The raw data matrix presented in Appendix B was subjected to principal component 
analysis utilizing SPSS version 11.0. Redundant variables as well as those with text were 
removed prior to analysis. Removed variables include: subsquare, strata/level, ground, 
chipped, cut/saw, date, Keatley typological class and notes, as well as metrics recorded 
for the artifacts. The remaining descriptive attributes N=39 were subjected to analysis. 
This method selects those characteristics which are most significant among the sample, 
and helps to define the variability within the assemblage.
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Table 4.1 Initial eigenvalues from principle component analysis
o f variables associated with slate and silicified shale tools.
Component
Initial Eigenvalues
Total % of Variance Cumulative %
1 6.977 19.333 19.933
2 2.593 7.409 27.342
3 2.058 5.881 33.223
4 1.858 5.307 38.531
5 1.747 4.991 43.522
6 1.672 4.778 48.300
7 1.477 4.219 52.519
8 1.445 4.129 56.649
9 1.389 3.970 60.618
10 1.281 3.660 64.279
11 1.244 3.555 67.834
12 1.145 3.270 71.104
13 1.134 3.240 74.345
14 1.013 2.893 77.238
15 0.913 2.608 79.845
16 0.887 2.534 82.830
17 0.861 2.461 84.841
18 0.751 2.146 86.987
19 0.655 1.871 88.858
20 0.584 1.669 90.527
21 0.520 1.485 92.012
22 0.506 1.446 93.458
23 0.429 1.226 94.684
24 0.372 1.064 95.748
25 0.305 0.870 96.618
26 0.252 0.720 97.338
27 0.217 0.621 97.959
28 0.209 0.597 98.556
29 0.173 0.495 99.051
30 0.120 0.344 99.395
31 0.109 0.311 99.705
32 0.045 0.129 99.835
33 0.038 0.108 99.943
34 0.020 0.057 100.000
35 0.000 0.000 100.000
36 0.000 0.000 100.000
37 0.000 0.000 100.000
38 0.000 0.000 100.000
39 0.000 0.000 100.000
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Fourteen variables were selected based on the total variance present in table 4.1.
These components are made up of the most heavily weighted attributes among the 39
components studied (see Appendix A). The initial analysis identified complex principle
components. For example, principle component 1 consists of nine attributes: complete,
presence of working edge, ground on haft, ground on multiple faces o f tool, bifacial
chipping, presence of notches, working edge intact, hafted, and reused. Not all of the
initial 14 principle components selected are this complex. A general statement for the
principle components was formulated:
Component 1: Large size tools consisting o f  heavily shaped and utilized margins, 
hafted, with little evidence for cut or sawn facets 
Component 2: Tools are ground and cut 
Component 3: Tools are ground
Component 4: Tools have multiple utilized edges, and have cut or sawn margins.
Component 5: Medium size tools with triangular shape
Component 6: Tools are unifacially chipped
Component 7: Tools have semi-abrupt flake scars
Component 8: Not significant
Component 9: Not significant
Component 10: Not significant
Component 11: Not significant
Component 12: Ground extra-small fragmentary tools 
Component 13: Tools with square shape 
Component 14: Not significant
Principle components 7 through 14 do not have highly significant associated attributes. A
cut off for these attributes was established for a total variance greater than 1.00.
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Table 4.2 Artifact & attributes used in Principle Component Analysis.
Artifact Attributes
Nodule/Flake Size Classes: Manufacture:
Extra-Small Ground
Medium Haft
Large Cut/Sawn
Extra-Large Notch
Shape: Multiple Notches
Triangular Use:
Hybrid Reuse
Multiple Utilized Edges 
Presence o f Working Edge
The Principle Component Analysis was run again using only the variables which were 
heavily weighted in the initial analysis. The variables selected include the first 14 
principle components from Table 4.1; these are summarized in Table 4.2. This generated 
a less complex factor association, which enabled a better understanding o f the variation 
among artifacts. The following section presents the statistical breakdown for the 
significant principle components selected.
Presented below in table 4.3, are the 14 eigenvalues generated from the second 
principle component analysis (reduced variable set N=14). The first six components show 
the highest weighted variance including: Reuse, Haft, Large size, Cut/Saw, Extra-Small 
size, and Triangular shape.
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Table 4.3 Eigenvalues generated from Principle Component Analysis
For slate and silicified shale tools. Eigenvalue set at 1.0.
C om ponent
Initial E igenvalues
Total % o f Variance C um ulative %
1 3.346 23.900 23.900
2 1.628 11.626 35.526
3 1.526 10.901 46.426
4 1.380 9.857 56.284
5 1.223 8.737 65.021
6 1.007 7.190 72.212
7 0.895 6.395 78.607
8 0.861 6.148 84.755
9 0.648 4.630 89.385
10 0.525 3.748 93.134
11 0.444 3.171 96.304
12 0.209 1.491 97.795
13 0.170 1.217 99.012
14 0.138 0.988 100.000
The selection of variables listed in table 4.2 are summarized in the eigenvectors of the 
first six principle components shown in table 4.4 Results were from principle 
component analysis SPSS version 11.0.
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Table 4.4: Eigenvector of Principle Components 1 through 6.
Component 1 2 3 4 5 6
Size Extra Small -0.198 0.210 0.000 -0.105 0.588 0.371
Medium -0.359 -0.399 0.124 0.713 -0.005 -0.260
Large 0.455 0.170 -0.548 -0.568 -0.147 -0.167
Extra Large 0.226 0.172 0,708 -0.001 -0.138 0.457
Shape Triangle 0.293 -0.212 -0.433 0.361 -0.004 0.544
Hybrid 0.354 0.130 0.564 -0.183 -0.142 -0.276
Manufacture Ground -0.133 0,434 0.187 -0.003 0 444 0.006
Haft 0.664 0.205 -0.233 0.245 -0.182 0.229
Notch 0.678 0.502 -0.006 0.334 0.002 -0.160
Multiple
Notch 0.588 0.486 0.001 0.398 0.007 -0.215
Cut/Saw 0.109 0.001 0.233 -0.009 -0.593 0.244
Use-life Reuse 0.731 -0.404 0.148 0.001 0.338 -0.006
Multiple 
Utilized Edges 0.683 -0.494 0.141 -0.111 0.328 -0.002
Working
Edge 0.656 -0.422 0.007 -0.144 -0.004 0.002
Multiple principle components are registered for factors 1, 2, 3, 5 and 6, with high 
loadings highlighted in both positive and negative dimensions. The attributes with 
highest correlation for principle component 1, large size, haft, notch, multiple notch, 
reuse, multiple utilized edges, and presence of working edge, correspond with use-life of 
the tool. Principle component 2 registers the attributes: ground, notch, and multiple 
notches, which have highest correlation in manufacture of the tool. Here, the attributes 
with highest correlation are “notch” and “multiple notch.” Notches in association with 
slate tools are typically associated with a hafting element. In the negative dimension, 
principle component 2 is not associated with multiple utilized edges. Principle 
component 3 shows that “extra-large size” correlates with the shape attribute: hybrid. 
Hybrid shape is not associated with large size as it is negatively weighted. The 
component listed as Principle component 5 has a high correlation with extra small size 
and ground characteristics, while negatively correlated with cut or sawn characteristics.
Principle Component 6 is similar to Principle Component 3, indicating a correlation 
between extra large size and triangular shape.
Attribute selection for designing a classification system utilized the results from the 
principle component analysis. Some of the most significant features of the tools analyzed 
include: reuse, haft, sizes and shape. Also significant are the attributes cut/saw as well as 
ground.
The size and shape categories were interpreted as redundant within the analysis. In 
developing a method to characterize variation among tools, the size category was 
removed entirely. The following discussion presented under the subheading Lithic 
Manufacture and Use-Life organizes a typology around the degree of shaping and 
modification of tools.
Lithic Manufacture and Use-Life
A typology was organized to reflect the intensity of manufacture and number of 
employable units. The variables used in the typology are drawn from the highest loading 
components of the Principle Component Analysis. Table 4.5 presents the typology for 
Lithic Manufacture and Use-life. The columns labeled: single edge and reuse, define the 
use-life of a tool. The variable, haft, is expressed in rows two, three, and four. Row two 
titled Flake Tool Edge categorizes those tools that are without hafting elements. Rows 
three and four classify tools based on the presence of hafting elements. In order to 
discuss degree of modification for tools, rows three and four are critical. Tool types three 
through six establish the intensity o f manufacture for tools.
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Table 4.5 Typology for lithic manufacture and use-life.
Lithic Manufacture And Use-Life
Single Edge Reuse: Multiple EU
Flake Tool 
Edge 1 2
Haft Element 3 4
Intensity:
Cut/Ground 5 6
The attribute “Flake Tool Edge” is used to describe minimally modified tools. Types 
one and two are expedient in nature, and have either a single utilized edge or reuse 
respectively. These types do not exhibit any haft element nor do they exhibit evidence 
for intensive manufacture including cut or ground facets or lateral margins. The next 
attribute, “haft element” selects those tools that have a hafting element present. Again, 
tools were assigned to either a single utilized margin or reuse. Types three and four 
exclude those tools that have cut or ground margins. Lastly, the intensity of manufacture 
is identified through tool types five and six. This tool type includes all tools which have 
one or more utilized edges and exhibit cut or ground facets or lateral margins. These tools 
almost always have a hafting element. Artifacts not exhibiting any of the attributes are 
considered flakes, not tools.
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Once all tools were assigned a typological category, they were then assigned to one of 
the four recognized occupation periods for the Bridge River Site. This typology was 
originally designed to work in conjunction with tools recovered from dated strata from 
Bridge River. The typology for Lithic Manufacture and Use-Life presents interesting 
results. The assemblage is initially looked at as a whole, encompassing Types 1 through 
6. Figure 4.1 summarizes the percent Lithic Manufacture and Use-Life for this typology. 
The study sample is equal to N=221.
Type 1 tools have a single utilized edge, with no evident cut or ground facets. In this 
analysis they are considered expedient, as little energy has been used in manufacture. 
These tools make up 24% of the lithic tool assemblage.
Figure 4.1 indicates that Types 2 and 4 represent little of the total sample. It is curious 
that reuse of hafted slate tools occurs only in 5.4% of the tools recovered. Hafting is a 
functional consideration used to ease the manipulation of material being worked, that is, 
to increase efficiency. It is thought that hafted slate and silicified shale tools would be 
more efficient in processing quantities of hides. Hafting also implies that the tools were 
likely curated.
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Figure 4.1 Percent Lithic Manufacture vs Use-Life.
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Tool Types 5 and 6 show slate and silicified shale tools that have a high degree of 
manufacture. Based on theoretical considerations presented in Chapter 3, tools likely 
curated (considered Types 3, 4, 5, and 6) comprise 71% of this assemblage. This 
indicates that this raw material often required a higher degree of manufacturing effort.
Cut or ground tools make up 49.8% of the assemblage; of these tools, almost 13% were 
reused at the Bridge River Site.
The percentage of all slate and silicified shale tools being reused at the Bridge River 
Site is 23.1% (analysis of types 2, 4, and 6). I would expect that this number could 
approach 25% with more excavations.
This analysis generated a typology (the flake tool typology) that indicates a wide range 
of variability in slate and silicified shale tools from the Bridge River Site. The 
interpretation of chaine operatoire for these tools at the Bridge River Site suggests that 
tool makers had a design template for this raw material. Procurement was local, and
39
knapper’s were manufacturing the raw material in a loosely predictable fashion. The 
chaine operatoire for use indicates low to moderate recycling of tools before discard.
This indicates that these tools were curated in anticipation of reuse.
A model for chaine operatoire at the Bridge River site is presented below in Figure 
4.5. Here, slate and silicified shale nodules are collected along the banks of the Bridge 
River, or along bedrock outcroppings and brought back to the village. From this stage, 
nodules were reduced into usable tools by various manufacture techniques. Knappers’ 
chip, grind, and cut the raw material into a desired (intentional) shape. During 
manufacture a variety of tool types were produced: unmodified flake tools, hafted tools, 
or tools which were cut or ground. During the subtractive process, debitage was produced 
as a by-product. Tools may shatter or become lost, entering the archaeological record 
(discard). At the Bridge River site, slate or silicified shale tools recovered tend to enter 
the use/recycling stage. As stated earlier, slate and silicified shale tools have use-wear 
patterns consistent with hide wear. These hide working tools were used in activity areas: 
many are recovered within house-pits, used during the winter as a gearing-up for spring. 
Not all slate and silicified shale tools were used exclusively for hide processing. Many 
tools exhibit wear patterns consistent with cutting. It is surmised that these tools may 
have been involved in fish processing (see Teit 1906 for a description of fishing 
practices). Other activity areas include exterior of house-pits and near the edge of the 
village. Tools may be resharpened or recycled to fit the hide worker’s needs, generating 
multiple EU’s. Again, this process produced more debitage. At any point tools may 
become lost, worn out, or broken. Discard for these artifacts can be loosely constructed.
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Artifacts have been recovered from house-pit floors, roofs, and roasting pit features. 
Artifacts are typically discarded (or lost) in activity areas (Hayden et al 2000a).
Figure 4.2 Chaine operatoire for artifacts recovered from the Bridge River site
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Figure 4.2 depicts the proposed chaine operatoire for slate and silicified shale artifacts 
recovered from the Bridge River Site. This model for chaine opertoire imposes 
typological classification for artifacts during the initial manufacture process. As 
discussed above, artifacts may change “type” during use or recycling stages. For 
example, unmodified flakes may be “retooled” with the addition of a hafting element or 
ground on a face. It is important that typological classification incorporate some degree 
of variation to account for morphological changes and re-use for artifact use-life.
Summary
This chapter has explored the lab methods and statistical analysis utilized in selecting 
attributes for developing a typological classification system. The typology developed in 
this chapter is designed to explore the variation of slate and silicified shale tools
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recovered at the Bridge River site. In conjunction with this method of classification, a 
chaine operatoire for the Bridge River site is presented. The following chapter analyzes 
the persistence of artifact types through the occupation of the Bridge River site.
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CHAPTER FIVE: 
TEMPORAL ANALYSIS
This chapter will provide an analysis of slate and silicified shale artifact distributions 
through the occupation of the Bridge River Village. The chapter will utilize the Lithic 
Manufacture and Use-life typology presented in the previous chapter. The datable 
artifacts used in this portion of the analysis are (N=) 167. The tools recovered from 
Bridge River 1 are minimal. A total of seven tools date to within 1,864 to 1,696 B.P. In 
order to account for variation in sample size during phases of occupation, the data is 
presented as a ratio of number of artifacts recovered per cubic meter o f soil excavated.
Initial occupation of the site shows three lithic tool types were manufactured. These 
include types 1, 5 and 6. As stated in the previous chapter, tool type 1 is a flake tool with 
one utilized margin and is considered expedient in nature. More interesting is the 
presence of tool types 5 and 6. Tool type 5 and 6 have “high” degree of modification as 
lateral margins and/or faces have been cut, ground or sawn during the manufacture 
process in order to strengthen the tool; type 6 artifacts have evidence for reuse. This 
indicates that tool design for this kind of raw material was already understood by the 
inhabitants of the village.
Table 5.1 Dated artifacts per cubic meter excavated
Time Type 1 Type 2 Type 3 Type 4 Type 5 Type 6
BR 1 1.73913 0 0 0 8.695652 1.73913
BR 2 9.90991 0.900901 4.504505 1.801802 12.61261 2.702703
BR 3 5.174129 1.99005 5.572139 0.39801 10.34826 2.78607
BR 4 13.86667 3.2 10.66667 4.266667 16 13.86667
During Bridge River 2, the sample size increases (see table 5.1). Here, we can begin 
to see the dynamic interplay of tool manufacture and use. As stated earlier, type 2 (flake
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tool with reuse) and type 4 (hafted flake tool with reuse) make up little of the assemblage 
(Figure 4.1); these were removed from analysis such that N= 151.
Figure 5.1 Lithic Manufacture and Use-Life Through Time for Tool Types 1, 3, 5 and 6.
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Tool types 1,3,5 and 6 increase in frequency between 1,864 B.P. to 1,139B.P. (BR 
1-3). A sharp decline in lithic manufacture and use life of types 1 and 5 occurs between 
BR 2 and BR 3. Current research by Markle (2005) shows that the village was increasing 
in size during this time. In order to meet the necessary needs o f the population increase, 
tools would be expected to increase in frequency during this time. Instead, frequencies 
for expedient tools (type 1) drop by 50% and frequencies for tool type 5 decline by 
17.6%.
One of the most interesting development of tool manufacture and use-life occurs 
during the final reoccupation of the site (BR 4), artifact frequency notably increases. All
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artifact types reach pinnacle frequencies. Tool type 6 (see chapter 4) is highly 
manufactured and has multiple employable units. During Bridge River 4, tool type 6 
meets or exceeds artifact frequencies for other low to moderately modified tools (types 1 
and 3). Tool type 3 has a “moderate” amount of time invested during manufacture as 
these artifacts have evidence for being hafted.
The organization for slate and silicified shale artifacts at the Bridge River site is 
consistent with the findings by Clarke (2005) for the entire lithic assemblage. It is 
suggested that a different lithic technological pattern developed with the occupation of 
the site during BR 4. The dramatic increase in artifact frequency for tool types could be 
accounted for by a new lithic technological organization.
For the next step in analysis, I combined tool types 1 and 3 into a “low to moderately 
modified (expedient) tool class; I also combined types 5 and 6 into a “high degree of 
modification” (curated) tool class. This was done in order to determine trends between 
more curated and more expedient scraper tools. Figure 5.2, below presents the percent 
frequency of curated versus expedient tools at the Bridge River site through time.
Figure 5.2 Percent Frequency o f Dated Tools Based on Intensity o f  Manufacture.
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Curated slate and silicified shale tools at Bridge River are consistently more frequent 
through time than expedient slate or silicified shale tools. This is significant, as a large 
amount of manufacture time was invested in the production of these tools from the initial 
occupation of the village.
Despite the small increase in the frequency of curated vs. expedient tools within the 
slate and silicified shale tool sample between BR 2 and 3, both Figures 5.1 and 5.2, show 
that through time the use of expedient (low to moderately modified, single edge) and 
curated (highly modified, one or more employable units) slate and silicified shale tools at 
Bridge River changed little. This indicates that the knappers’ strategy of manufacture 
(chaine operatoire) for this raw material artifact class did not change significantly.
Clarke (2005) has found that curated tools increase in frequency between BR 2 to BR 
3. The combination artifacts from BR 1 and BR 2 artificially inflates the values for this 
chart. When BR 1 artifacts are removed from the analysis, my results are consistent with 
his findings. Looking at Figure 5.3 below, this is consistent with the overall patterning of 
the lithic assemblage at Bridge River. The slate and silicified shale tool assemblage is a 
small part (13%) of the total lithic assemblage recovered (Clarke 2005).
Additional insight can be drawn from examination of changes in specific patterns of 
manufacture and use. The following Figures detail the distribution for presence and 
absence of statistically significant attributes selected from the initial typology. These 
attributes include the manufacturing characteristics cut or ground faces or margins, and 
hafting. The other attribute presented is the presence or absence of reuse for the tool.
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Figures 5.3 to 5.5 show some interesting trends. They are consistent with the overall 
lithic manufacture and use-life discussion from Figure 5.1. There is no significant change 
in the presence of attributes cut or ground, hafting or reuse from the occupation of BR 2 
to BR 3.
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Figures 5.3 to 5.5. Statistically Significant Attributes Selected for Flake Tool Typology.
A new development occurs with the analysis of attribute “cut or ground” (Figure 5.3) 
Here, there is a gradual but minimal decline in this attribute between occupation of the 
terrace between BR 1 to BR 3. A selection for utilizing this attribute during manufacture 
occurs during BR 4. Also during BR 4, the practice of hafting a slate or silicified shale
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tool and possibly reusing the tool dramatically increases from previous occupations. 
Thus, the pathway for tool use and discard is notably different for this final occupation.
Summary
Based on the total analysis of lithics recovered from the Bridge River site, the lithic 
technological organization offered by the lithic manufacture and use-life typology 
developed in this analysis is consistent with the major patterns of other lithics at the site. 
This information helps us understand the manufacture process and provides insight about 
the use of these tools. If a curated technology was dominant among the production of 
slate and silicified shale as a raw material, a significant amount of time was spent 
processing it into a usable tool such as a scraper, palette, knife, or adze. These tools 
would have been used for a longer period of time, and possibly reused, either in the 
original tool capacity or modified into a secondary tool form.
The following chapter begins a discussion of the ethnographic literature concerning 
these types of tools (i.e. scrapers and knives). I will also explore ethnographic accounts 
for division of labor. I will also look at the possible reasoning behind the use of slate and 
silicified shale at the Bridge River site.
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CHAPTER SIX: 
DISCUSSION
The typologies presented provide an avenue for archaeologists to explore a chaine 
operatoire for slate and silicified shale tools at the Bridge River site. The analysis 
presented in Chapters 4 and 5 have led us toward an understanding of the manufacture 
and use strategies for these raw materials. I offer that two different patterns of Lithic 
Technological Organization are present at the site, one occurring between BR1 and BR3, 
and the second occurring during BR 4 the terminal occupation.
Thus far, this analysis has not addressed procurement strategies for this raw material. 
Listed below in Figure 6.1, is a matrix illustrating the relationship between lithic raw 
material abundance and the quality of the raw material. This relationship is considered a 
large determining factor in the kinds of tools manufactured. Lithic reduction strategies 
are most often affected by economic considerations related to raw material availability, 
immediate tool requirements, and future needs (Prentiss 2000). If access to raw material 
sources is limited, then researchers expect to see an increasing focus on lithic material 
conservation: in the form of bipolar core reduction and higher levels of edge preparation 
during core reduction (Prentiss 2000). Slate and silicified shale are considered lesser 
quality raw material than dacite for chipped stone tools. However, the proximity o f this 
raw material to the site, in conjunction with the knapper’s ability to manufacture the 
material into viable tools often via cutting or grinding the stone, leads me to believe that 
slate and silicified shale stone replaced dacite as the dominant raw material utilized in 
manufacturing hide scrapers and some knives at this site.
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Figure 6.1 Matrix illustrating the relationship between Lithic Raw Material Abundance and the 
Quality of the Raw Material and the kinds o f tools manufactured. Borrowed from Andrefsky 
(1998:154)
Manufacture of many lithic tools would have occurred during the winter months 
(Prentiss 2000; Prentiss and Kuijt 2004). Lithic reduction and tool use was often focused 
on the manufacture of other organically based items (Prentiss 2000). Our present 
understanding of the use of this lithic material at Bridge River suggests that slate and 
silicified shale tools were used, reworked, reused and discarded within house-pit 
structures.
Preliminary tests of all lithic tools at the site suggest that artifact function at Bridge 
River include butchering, hide-working and particularly woodworking (Clarke 2005). 
Through the course of this study, slate artifacts are consistently used in the manufacture 
of hides and other so ft-work. Hide scrapers at the Bridge River Site are typically 
triangular in shape, have cut or ground faces or lateral margins, and are hafted. The 
degree of manufacture does not necessarily correlate with the tendency for reuse. 
However, among those tools found in the latest occupation of the village, the tendency to
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50
find tools with a significant degree of manufacture and evidence for reuse dramatically 
increases from earlier occupations.
At the Bridge River site, field research recovered several fragmentary slate and 
silicified shale scrapers that had painted motifs on the faces. According to Teit 
(1900:184), “many of the implements and utensils made of stone, bone, wood, bark, or 
skin were painted” (See also Teit 1906:204). Teit does not mention the significance of 
these decorations in his memoirs.
The chaine operatoire presented for the slate and silicified shale tool industry present 
at the Bridge River site allows for a significant degree of variation to occur among 
manufactured tools. The “elasticity” of this framework allows for future testing at this 
site. Indeed, the typological classification system presented also allows for variation 
among tools, testing only for degree of manufacture and use. As most tools will possess 
these features, this typology is a viable classification system for recovered slate and 
silicified shale artifacts.
Gendered Division of Labor
It is interesting to note some of the ethnographic accounts regarding division of labor 
and possible ties to the scrapers discussed in this thesis. Teit, mentioned in chapter 2, 
states “preparation of skins.. .fell to the share of the women. There was a certain amount 
of division of labor...” (Teit 1900:182). Women’s exclusive role in the tanning process 
was not the rule, Teit later states that “some men helped their wives in the tanning of 
buckskin.. .and often manufactured articles for them such as root diggers.” (Teit 
1900:295). Because of this statement, there was probably not a universal cultural 
construction for hide processing because both men and women knew how to dress and
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manufacture hides. Many other researchers studying gendered activities also report that 
working skins is a female gendered activity (Cassell 2005, Kehoe 2005, and Weedman 
2005).
Looking at the distribution of slate and silicified shale tool artifacts recovered, a loose 
correlation for the variation in women’s activities can be discerned. The Bridge River 
site is a winter house-pit village. Many activities would have taken place inside the 
pithouses during the winter months. A substantial amount of manufacture and 
maintenance for tools and clothing was conducted during the winter (Prentiss 2000); the 
scraper tool assemblage discussed was most likely used for tanning hides. It is plausible 
that women could have been the primary users of the slate and silicified shale scrapers 
recovered from this site.
Hide Production
The following process was employed: in what Teit (1900) calls the “preparation of 
skins:”
“The skin is first dried, and the flesh side scraped free from fatty substance with a 
sharp stone scraper. Then it is rubbed all over the inside with the decomposed brains 
of deer, with marrow extracted from the larger bones, or with the oil extracted from 
salmon-heads by boiling. It is then rolled up and put in a cool place. This latter 
process is repeated each morning for two or three days, until the under side of the skin 
is soft and oily. If the weather is not hot or breezy, the skin is dried near a fire, after it 
has been made soft and pliable, it is stretched on a framework of four poles and beaten 
or pounded until quite soft by means of a stick sharpened at one end, or a stone scraper 
inserted into a wooden handle (see appendix C) three or four feet in length”
(Teit 1900:185).
A similar process occurs when hides are processed and the hair is removed: (the skin) 
“is first scraped by means of a stone scraper or a bone or horn chisel o f the same form as 
that used in woodwork. This is held in one hand while the other hand is pulling off from 
the outer cuticle o f the skin the hair which the scraper loosens” (Teit 1900:185) (see
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appendix C). A variation of softening hides describes a hide draped over a log, which is 
propped up against a tree; the hide is scraped and worked against the log either through 
hand manipulation or by use of a bone scraper (Teit 1900).
It is possible that logistic camps were used as the locale where animals were skinned, 
and the tanning process initiated. Deer brain (which contains an enzyme which naturally 
softens hides) would be applied at the base-camp. Alexander (1992) makes the following 
notes for hide preparation: Deer and Elk hides were the most important, but use o f bear, 
wolf, coyote, lynx, fox, marmot, hare, and marten were also used. Researchers utilizing 
ethnographic analogy and archaeological remains have determined that mammals were 
widely exploited by late period (Kamloops horizon) peoples on the Plateau (Prentiss and 
Kuijt 2004). This has generated many questions about procurement and processing 
strategies, especially for medium to large size mammals: including deer, elk, and bighorn 
sheep (Prentiss and Kuijt 2004).
Is there a difference in wear patterns for dry vs. wet hides? Some researchers suggest 
that wear will be different based on scraping completed on the fur side. The hair would 
hold more grit and dirt which would produce a more significant wear pattern. Adams 
(2002) distinguishes the wear of soft (fresh) hides to those that have been dried: fresh 
hides will engage more of the stone’s working edge by connection with the high and low 
features present in the skin; dried hides are more rigid and will not connect with the 
topographically low features of the skin. Analysis by Knudson (1982) showed that “work 
on the inner side of a hide (fleshing) is best done with a wide, sharp smoothly curved 
edge; after some blunting occurs.” Softening hides requires a blunt edge (Knudson 
1982) with edge angle higher than 55 degrees. Andrefsky (1998) has found that edge
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angles approaching 75 degrees or higher are more effective in the production of hides 
than are more acute angles, as these higher angles are less likely to cut the hide.
Adams conducted experimental analysis on stone-against-hide-contact. Her analysis 
explains how rounding, polishing, and striations develop during hide processing (See 
Adams 2002: 40-41). Use-wear patterns generated are unlike those created during food 
processing, woodworking, and butchering (Adams 2002; Andrefsky 1998). Hide working 
leaves a distinctive wear pattern on stone (Beyries 2000).
The questions presented above regarding the causes of different use-wear patterns are 
important to the interpretation of the scraper sample recovered from the Bridge River site. 
The artifact analysis was constrained by time and microscopic resolution. Based on the 
present understanding of wear patterns, the tools in the sample have wear patterns 
consistent with use on hides. We do not however, have clear understanding of the 
prehistoric methods of hide processing at this site. Tools were probably used on a variety 
of organic materials, with a range of hardness.
Presence of Activity Areas
Hides were partially cleaned after the harvesting of the animal, but were further 
cleaned at base-camp. Teit states that if hides were not to be used as robes or blankets, 
the hair was removed at the hunting camp while they were still fresh (Teit 1909:477). 
After the hair was removed, then hide would be folded and set aside to be processed in 
the winter village (Teit 1900:185, Alexander 1992). He notes that during warmer 
weather, hides would be processed outdoors. Alexander (1992) notes that the presence of 
broken deer cranium could be evidence for hide processing.
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Beyries (2000) describes two methods for processing hides: “hides are stretched in 
such a manner that the worker can sit on the hide while holding her tool in both hands 
together which permits the worker to place all her force in the movement of the tool.” A 
second method described: “hides are dried on frames that are placed perpendicular to the 
ground. The artisan works while standing and facing the hide, utilizing a hafted scraping 
tool” (Beyries 2000).
Activity areas at the Bridge River site are still under research. The excavation method 
employed during the 2003 and 2004 field seasons targeted probable hearth features. The 
relationship between hearths and the greater living space within and outside of the house 
pit is poorly understood at the site. This creates another avenue for exploration: 
specialized activity areas for processing hides. Hide processing creates a certain amount 
of detritus, such as removing fatty tissues, and fur. Archaeologically, these would be 
ephemeral, and little if any trace would survive: Frames for stretching hides were not set 
in the ground; special hide-drying hearths would be difficult to discern. In general, 
evidence for these activities may be found at the edge of the village or camp (Alexander 
1992). Shovel test pits placed near the “supposed” margin of the village uncovered two 
fragmentary pieces 
Ethnographic Analogy
The ethnographer, James Teit, studied this region widely in the early 1900’s; he does 
not address many specific raw-materials used in stone tool manufacture. In his Lillooet 
Indians (1906) a brief mention of a “dark gray” stone was used in making knives. It is 
recognized that Teit could be referring to basalt which is commonly found in the region, 
however, he could also be referring to the dark gray slate found in the Bridge River
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Valley. Teit states that stone tools were “battered into shape, cut, and flaked” (Teit 
1900:182). Present day researchers have found that manufacture of ground specimens 
often involves chipping and grinding along the bit in order to strengthen the working 
edge (Odell 2003). Hideworking tools in particular require intentional manufacture 
(Spencer and Wood 2005).
Teit (1900:182) states that “stone skin-scrapers and hand-hammers are used up to this 
day.” Indeed, in 1966 Malouf recorded the manufacture of a slate knife/scraper by a 
member of the Flathead Nation in Montana. The individual had learned this skill from his 
mother. The tool was D-shaped and manufactured to fit in the hand (no hafting) 
however, a piece of leather could be folded over the non-utilized edge for comfort in 
handling (Malouf 1966). This “hafting” technique could explain why some artifacts have 
well formed working edges and no evidence for hafting.
Regional Analogy
Rousseau (2004) has found that the Plateau horizon had a steady and sometimes rapid 
population growth that was at its height around 2000 B.P. These peoples followed the 
winter village pattern on the Plateau, and employed a collector system. Rousseau notes 
that this horizon is coincident with a similar cultural development on the Coast: The 
Marpole Phase (Rousseau 2004). Prentiss and Kuijt (2004b) propose a convincing 
argument for a coastal origin of the Plateau Collector system. Evidence presented 
suggests that a major population shift occurred around 3500 B.P., due to a climatic 
change. There is no evidence for ground slate tools during this earlier time period. 
However, without advanced technology and organized labor found within collector
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systems, the permanent colonization of the interior would not have been possible 
(Prentiss and Kuijt 2004).
Marpole cultural characteristics are distinctive in that the frequency of ground slate 
knives dramatically increases from earlier adaptive measurers (Matson and Coupland 
1995). The earlier Locarno Beach cultural phase had a thicker version of the ground slate 
knife but it was not as widely employed (Matson and Coupland 1995). The Marpole 
phase (ca 2,000 B.P.) establishes the northwest coast winter village pattern with planked 
houses, winter storage of salmon, art and ascribed status (Matson and Coupland 1995). 
There are similar connections to the Lower Fraser River Valley, as it has similar 
developments
The relevance of this argument is based on the establishment of the village at Bridge 
River. Excavations of the upper terrace have revealed the presence of ground slate and 
silicified shale tools during the earliest occupation of the site (ca. 1,864 B.P.) This is a 
sophisticated manufacture technique for stone tools. The premise is that the settlement at 
Bridge River could have ties with Marpole phase communities. This could explain the 
winter village pattern, collector type behavior, stored salmon and presence of ground 
slate tools at this site.
Many of the recovered ground slate artifacts from the coastal sites are highly ground 
and polished. Well formed knives used for processing fish are characteristic of coastal 
communities. Contrasting are the slate and silicified shale artifacts recovered from the 
Bridge River site: these ground, sawn and cut tools certainly are more robust than those 
recovered from the coast. However, knowledge existed during the earliest occupations of
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the village that this raw material is strengthened during the manufacture process by 
cutting or grinding.
Other Uses
The focus of this chapter has been on the discussion of ethnographic accounts of hide 
processing and the hide-wear results presented from use-wear specialists. The faunal 
material recovered from the Bridge River site shows that fish, not mammal bones 
dominate the village occupations. This leads to a serious problem for the interpretation 
of slate and silicified shale tools at this site. These tools may well have been used in fish 
processing, but no studies have been conducted to this effect. Recent analysis of slate 
knives by Morin (2004) shows that ground slate knives are highly efficient in salmon 
processing. Morin found that ground slate knives are not effective in cutting through 
salmon skin, but are highly effective in slicing fillets. Though use-wear analysis in his 
study leaves room for more research, this is a viable alternative interpretation for the use- 
wear exhibited on the slate and silicified shale tools recovered from Bridge River. Morin 
(2004) notes that sandstone abraders are necessary in accompanying a slate tool strategy. 
Indeed, abraders are found at the Bridge River site.
The slate and silicified shale raw material was used for different kinds of tools. It was 
not a raw material used exclusively for scraping or cutting. At Bridge River, rare tool 
forms recovered indicate that this material was used to manufacture palettes, adzes, and 
projectile points.
The use of thermal alteration for this raw material is not well documented in the 
ethnographic record. Occasional instances of potlidding were recorded for artifacts 
recovered from hearth features at this site. It is well established in the archaeological
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literature that thermal alteration is used to improve or enhance physical properties of 
stone. However, it is unclear whether this is an intentional part of the manufacture 
process or a natural effect on the material due to the proximity of hearth features. 
Summary
This discussion has looked at possible procurement strategies of slate and silicified 
shale at the Bridge River site and ties it to the chaine operatoire presented in Chapter 4. 
From here, an argument is built on who is utilizing these tools, and for what purpose. At 
this time our understanding is that the slate and silicified shale artifacts were probably 
primarily used as hide scrapers, based on use-wear analysis and ethnographic accounts. 
The faunal assemblage at Bridge River suggests that salmon played a critical role in 
sustaining the village through the winter. Morin’s study of salmon processing using slate 
knives could fuel more debate over the use strategies at this site.
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Appendix A: Artifact Attribute Explanations
Raw Materials:
Slate: Fine grained m etam orphosed sed im entary rock. Having d istinct s la ty 
cleavage o r p la te-like  structure. Tabu la r flakes, exh ib it step fractu res and 
shatter.
S ilic ified Shale: Fine gra ined m etam orphosed sed im enta ry rock. A lso having 
d istinct slaty cleavage, however more m assive than slate due to h igher 
silica content.
Nodule/Flake Size Classes:
Extra-Large: A rtifac t d im ensions exceed 64 cm2.
Large: A rtifact d im ens ions between 16 cm2 and 64cm 2.
M edium : A rtifact D im ensions between 4 cm 2 and 16 cm2.
Small: A rtifact d im ens ions between 1cm2 and 4cm 2.
Extra-Sm all: A rtifac t d im ensions less than 1 cm2.
Shape:
Ovoid: C ircum ferentia l shape. M ay have hafting e lem ent.
Triangular: Three d is tinc t lateral margins; m ay be concave/convex/stra ight.
Pentagonal: Five d is tinc t lateral margins.
Square: Four d is tinc t lateral margins.
Hybrids: Possible m ulti functional. D ifferent retouch? No d istinct shape
Width:
Thickness: a S late o r s ilic ified shale artifact shall be defined as th ick w hen 
m easure is g rea te r than 1.10 cm. Mean th ickness o f sam ple is 1.10 cm.
Thinness: A slate o r S ilic ified  shale artifact shall be defined as th in w hen 
m easure is less than  1.09 cm. Mean th ickness o f sam ple is 1.10 cm.
Flake Type:
Complete: artifacts w ith  hafting features, and d iscernab le  w orking edge, m ay 
have som e retouch.
Fragment: artifact w ith  crushed margins, step fractures, including non-O rientable, 
and artifacts w ith  no d iscernab le  w orking edge, hafting fea ture  m ay be 
present.
Manufacture
G round: A rtifacts m odified  w ith abrasive w ea r typ ica lly  have sm ooth face , w ith  
m ultip le sets o f s tria tions cutting across each other. See sub-set inc ludes 
unifacial, b ifacia l, m ultifacia l, partial, lateral; location.
Unifacial: one face  w ith  grinding, m eets w orking edge, m ay be partia lly  rem oved 
by retouch.
B ifacial: ground stone faces m eet at w orking edge, m ay be partia lly  rem oved by 
retouch.
M ultifacia l: ground s tone face ts  on m ultip le faces o f tools, m eet w orking edge, 
m ay be partia lly  rem oved by retouch.
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Partial: Ground facets, fragm entary, not d iscernab le  to face, often cut by step 
scars from  previous flake  removal.
Lateral: Ground edges a long lateral margins o f tool.
Location: W ork ing -edge- to  shape edge.
Location: H afting-shape haft e lem ent.
Location: M ulti-shape m ultip le  e lem ents fo r tool use.
Location: M id-face- prim ary e lem ent residual from  initial m anufacture.
C hipping: Unifacial: N orm al o r inverse ly retouched artifact.
Chipping B ifacial: B ifac ia lly  w orked -re to u ch e d  artifact.
Form: Invasive: due to the  nature o f the material, it is unusual to see an invasive 
flake removal during retouch, Large invasive rem ova ls m ay occur during 
initial shaping o f tool, w here  broad rem ovals th in  a knife o r scraper edge.
Form: Abrupt: M ost com m on due to nature o f m ateria l. O ccurs in step fractures, 
retouch and shaping o f artifact. Form: Sem i-abrupt: Possible occurrence in 
final shaping o f a rtifact and retouch. O ften te rm ina ting  in step flake scars. 
Due to nature o f m ateria l
Notching: Presence o r absence o f notch on artifact, concave edge form ed by the 
rem oval o f a s ing le large flake from  a th ick o r steep side o f a tool, m ay occu r 
s ing ly or in pairs, occasiona lly  denticu la te- A b rup t rem ovals. S ingle H aft 
E lem ent
Notching: More than one set: occurring opposite  o f firs t set, d iagonal, o r m ultip le  
on one (or m ore) s ide(s) o f tool. M ultip le Hafting e lem ent.
Cut/Saw: A rtifacts exh ib iting  cut o r sawn edges typ ica lly  have sm ooth face; 
however s tria tions are linear/ parallel. O ccasiona lly  a stepped m ark w ill 
occur in the stone cut. Typ ica lly  used to create a tool “b lank” from  slate  o r 
shale, shaping so tha t bedding plane o f rock is ob lique to cut.
Cut/Saw: Intersection: Tw o o r m ore intersecting cuts on one tool.
Use:
Scraper: rounding, pe rpend icu la r stria tions present on w orking edge, edge angle 
g rea te r than 55 degrees, m ay exhib it retouch (extension  from  edge?)
Knife: Paralle l s tria tions present on w orking edge, edge angle less than 55 
degrees. Sharp edge
Chopper: S ign ifican tly  crushed distal (and proxim al) ends. Th ick B lunt edge?
M ultiple: additional re touch, a ltering function with low  and high edge angles. 
M ulti-d irectiona l s tria tions present on w orked edge
None: No d iscernab le  function
Reuse and Discard:
Reuse: retouch ove r utilized edge
M ultip le used edges: M ay have several functions, depend ing  on edge angle, 
presence o f s tria tions, rounding, m ay be opposite  o f o r along sam e edge o f 
hafting elem ent.
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Appendix B: List of Artifacts Utilized 
Raw Data
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housepit Sub­square
Strat/ 
Level
Typology
Classified Slate
Silicified
Shale Ex Small Small Medium Large Ex Large
S:
Ovoid
S:
Triangle
S:
Pentagon
S:
Square
1 12 II C/3 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 12 ll-IV/2 6 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
3 10 1/1 4 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
3 10 FI/ 2 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 10 FI/3 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 10 FI/ 5 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 10 I I / 3 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 10 II/ 3 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 10 V A /2 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 10 II A / 8 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 10 II A /8 5 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
3 10 II A /8 6 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
3 10 II A / 10 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 10 IIA /10 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0
4 4 II-2 /1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
4 4 V /1 5 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
4 4 V /1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
4 4 V-A/1 5 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6 11 V /2 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
8 14 V/1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8 14 11/1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
8 14 11/1 5 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
8 14 II/2 6 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
8 14 II/2 6 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0
8 14 II/ 3 6 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
9 9 III 12 5 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
9 9 III / 2 6 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
9 9 III / 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
9 9 III / 2 2 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
9 9 III/ 2 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
9 9 111/2 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
10 1 111/1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
10 1 III / 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
10 1 III/ 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
10 1 VA/1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
10 1 11/1 5 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
S:
Hybrid Complete Fragment Ground
G: Uni­
facial
G:
Bifacial
G: Milti- 
facial
G:
Partial
L: Edge 
Work L: Haft
L: Multi- 
Facial Chipped
C: Uni­
facial
C: Bi­
facial
F:
Invasive
F:
Abrupt
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0
0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1
1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0
0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0
0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1
0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
F: Semi- 
Abrupt Notch
Multi
Notch Cut/Saw
C/S: One 
Edge
C/S: Milti- 
edge
C/S:
Intersect haft
Working
Edge
present
Use:
Hide
Use:
Wood
Use: Not 
Used Reuse Date
0 .0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 3
1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 3
1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 4
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 3
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 3
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 3
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 3
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 2
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 4
1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 4
1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 3
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 3?
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 4
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 4
0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 4
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 4
1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 4
0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 4
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 3
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 3
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 3
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 3
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3?
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3?
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 3?
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3?
0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 3?
Keatley Typological Class Height Width Thicknes
and Notes in cm in cm in cm
222
5.92 5.39 0.45
222 _5.36 4.54 0.59
222 1.00
230 2.00
203 2.00
222 2.00
230 2.74 1.19 0.19
222 1.59 1.56 0.40
230 3.54 2.54 0.63
222, snapped edge 4.49 3.70 0.60
222 6.30 3.76 1.08
203 4.90 3.20 1.00
222 3.20 2.00 0.70
222 3.00
222,203 7.30 6.36 1.39
203 3.00
203 222 2.00
222 3.80 3.10 0.54
222
222
adze 7.49 5.86 1.69
222 7.00 8.30 1.22
222 and wedge 8.00 7.40 2.00
scraper 8.00 7.90 1.10
234; burnishing, polishing tool 5.95 3.14 1.92
230 13.20 6.34 1.19
203 5.96 3.76 1.58
228 7.66 4.67 2.74
203 11.40 3.53 3.64
201 5.44 4.28 1.68
201 3.00
201 3.00
230 3.56 2.30 0.83
203 2.00
226-convergen'. cut edges 3.00
housepit Sub­
square
Strat/ 
Level
Typology
Classified Slate
Silicified
Shale Ex Small Small Medium Large Ex Large
S:
Ovoid
S:
Triangle
S:
Pentagon
S:
Square
11 a-11 1/1 6 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
11 a-11 V /1 5 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11 a-11 111/1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
11 a-11 II A / 1 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0
11 a-11 IIA / 2 5 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
11 a-11 II A /2 5 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
11 a-11 II A /2 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
11 a-3 II A / 3 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
11 a-3 II A /3 5 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
11 a-3 f3/1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11 a-3 f-3/3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11 a-3 F-3/4 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
11 a-3 F-3/4 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
12 16 III / 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
12 16 II/ 6 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
16 4 1/1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
16 4 V /1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
16 4 iii /1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
16 4 II / 3 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
16 4 II / 4 5 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
16 4 II/ 5 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
16 4 II/ 5 2 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
16 4 II / 5 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
16 4 II / 5 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
16 4 II / 5 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
16 4 II / 5 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 o  _J 0 0 0
16 4 II / 5 3 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
16 4 II/ 6 5 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
19 12 112/1 3 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
19 12 112/1 3 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
20 11 IIN/1 6 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
21 4 III / 3 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
21 4 III / 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
21 4 111/1 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
21 4 111/1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
21 9 III / 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
S:
Hybrid Complete Fragment Ground
G: Uni­
facial
G:
Bifacial
G: Milti- 
facial
G:
Partial
L: Edge 
Work
L: Haft
L: Multi- 
Facial
Chipped
C: Uni­
facial
C: Bi­
facial
F:
Invasive
F:
Abrupt
0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0
1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0
0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1
1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0
1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1
1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1
1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
F: Semi- 
Abrupt Notch
Multi
Notch Cut/Saw
C/S: One 
Edge
C/S: Milti- 
edge
C/S:
Intersect
haft
Working
Edge
present
Use:
Hide
Use:
Wood
Use: Not 
Used Reuse Date
0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 4
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 4?
1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2
1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2
0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2
1 1 1 0 0 r o 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 2
0 0 0 1 o 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2
0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 2
1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 2
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 3
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3
0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 4
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 3
0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 3
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 3
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 3
0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 3
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 3
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 3
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 3
0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 3
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
Keatley Typological Class Height Width Thicknes
and Notes in cm in cm in cm
251-side notched Point
5.16 1.58 2.15complete, ochre stained
201 3.94 3.66 1.34
248 3.50 2.65 0.87
222,154 16.33 14.84 1.13
222, 248, cut cn all sides 3.00
222 7.91 6.02 0.90
248 3.00
248 3.00
222 8.17 6.33 0.89
Fire Cracked Rock
Fire Cracked Rock
222 7.50 4.67 1.08
203 2.80 1.60 0.82
222 7.36 3.93 0.53
203 5.29 2.87 1.14
154, 203 5.92 5.26 0.92
154 3.00
222, 249; Painted 4.05 4.16 0.78
222 3.70 3.40 0.57
222 3.46 2.10 0.52
222 3.42 2.50 0.67
222,222 6.40 4.80 0.74
203, Sawn, ground 3.78 2.54 0.90
203 3.00
203 3.00
203 2.00
222 4.65 2.47 0.61
222, 203 5.09 3.11 0.98
222 4.60 4.20 1.30
222 1.20 2.50 0.30
222,230 8.40 9.60 1.80
222, crushed working edge 7.23 5.36 1.42
222 9.20 5.80 0.98
222,203 11.00 8.76 2.36
203; highly polished 3.00
222 3.00
housepit Sub­
square
Strat/ 
Level
Typology
Classified Slate
Silicified
Shale Ex Small Small Medium Large Ex Large
S:
Ovoid
S:
Triangle
S:
Pentagon
S:
Square
21 9 111/1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
21 9 III /1 2 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
21 9 11/1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
21 9 11/1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
21 9 11/1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
21 9 11/1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
21 9 II / 3 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
21 9 II / 5 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
21 9 wall clean 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
23 13 V /1 r  5 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
23 13 v/2 4 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
23 13 V /2 5 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
23 13 V /2 4 0 r ~  1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
23 13 11/1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
23 13 II / 2 3 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
23 13 wall clean 3 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
24 10 1/1 5 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
24 10 1/1 5 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
24 10 111 /1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
24 10 111/1 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
24 10 111 /1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
24 10 III /1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
24 10 111/1 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
24 10 III /1 5 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
24 3 III/ 3 3 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
24, 954 3 III/3 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
24, 954 10 111-1/2 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
25 12 1/1 o 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
25 12 1/1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
25 12 V / 3 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
25 12 V / 3 0 1 0 0 • 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
25* • 12 V A /1 5 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
25* 12 V A /1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
25 12 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
26 1 111/1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
26 1 III /1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
26 1 III / 5 6 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
S:
Hybrid Complete Fragment Ground
G: Uni- 
facial
G:
Bifacial
G: Milti- 
facial
G:
Partial
L: Edge 
Work L: Haft
L: Multi- 
Facial Chipped
C: Uni­
facial
C: Bi­
facial
F:
Invasive
F:
Abrupt
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0
0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 . 0 0 1 1 0 0 1
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
F: Semi- 
Abrupt Notch
Multi
Notch Cut/Saw
C/S: One 
Edge
C/S: Milti- 
edge
C/S:
Intersect haft
Working
Edge
present
Use:
Hide
Use:
Wood
Use: Not 
Used Reuse Date
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 2
0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 2
0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 2
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 2
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 4?
1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 4
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 4
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 4
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 4
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 4
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 4
0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4?
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 4?
0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4?
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 1 1 1 4?
0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4
0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 4
Keatley Typological Class Height Width Thicknes
and Notes in cm in cm in cm
222, flake 2.00
230, 230 6.70 3.91 0.78
222 2.89 2.31 0.78
230 3.34 2.31 0.50
203, no tool edge 4.00
230 4.00
222 2.00
222 4.00
203 2.00
222 7.22 4.90 1.29
222, 220; borer 4.64 2.40 0.54
222 on a sawn edge 3.95 2.16 0.60
222 8.09 6.25 1.34
222 9.00 5.20 1.29
222 4.40 3.10 0.51
222? 3.32 3.24 0.54
222, snap to form triangle 5.87 6.50 1.48
220; borer 4.55 3.06 1.48
203 2.19 1.70 0.36
220 3.75 3.72 0.43
203 2.80 1.90 0.76
203 3.00
222, dull polish 4.00
230, ground on both sides 2.00
222 3.67 3.11 0.70
203 3.00
222, base is crushed 3.62 4.45 0.53
203 3.00
203,154 2.65 2.57 0.55
203 2.00
230 2.13 2.93 0.73
222 3.60 3.02 4.24
222 2.20 1.52 2.53
4.70 2.80 0.70
154 2.00
203 1.00
222, 222 8.53 5.67 2.28
housepit Sub­square
Strat/ 
Level
Typology
Classified Slate
Silicified
Shale Ex Small Small Medium Large Ex Large
S:
Ovoid
S:
Triangle
S:
Pentagon
S:
Square
26 2 III / 2 6 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
26 2 112/1 5 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
28 15 111/1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
28 15 III/2 3 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
28 15 III/2 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
28 15 I I I /2 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
28 15 III/3 4 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
28 15 III/3 5 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
28 15 __111/3 5 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
28 15 III/3 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
28 15 XII /1 5 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
28 15 XII /1 3 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0
29 10 V /1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
29 10 V /2 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
29 10 V / 3 5 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
29 10 II / 2 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
29 10 II / 4 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
29 10 II / 4 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
29 10 II / 5 3 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
29 10 II A /2 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
30 10 III /1 5 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
30 10 I I I /3 5 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
30 10 I I I /3 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
30 10 I I I /4 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
30 10 -lll-A /6 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
30 10 lll-A /6 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
31 2 1/1 6 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
31 2 1/1 5 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
31 2 1/1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
31 2 1/1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
31 2 V /2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
31 2 III / 5 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
31 2 III / 3 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
31 2 I I I /2 6 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
31 4 11-1 /1 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
31 4 11-1 /1 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
32 9 1/1 o 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
S:
Hybrid Complete Fragment Ground
G: Uni­
facial
G:
Bifacial
G: Milti- 
facial
G:
Partial
L: Edge 
Work L: Haft
L: Multi- 
Facial Chipped
C: Uni­
facial
C: Bi­
facial
F:
Invasive
F:
Abrupt
0 1- 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 t 0 0
1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0
0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
F: Semi- 
Abrupt Notch
Multi
Notch Cut/Saw
C/S: One 
Edge
C/S: Milti 
edge
C/S:
Intersect haft
Working
Edge
present
Use:
Hide
Use:
Wood
Use: Not 
Used Reuse Date
1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 4
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 3
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 4?
0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 4?
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 4?
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 4?
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 4?
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 4?
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 4?
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4?
1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 3
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 3
0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3
0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 3
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 3
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 3
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3
1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 3
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2?
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2?
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2?
1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 2?
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2?
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 4
0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 4
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 4
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 4
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 3
0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 3
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 3
0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 3
1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 3
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4
Keatley Typological Class Height Width Thicknes
and Notes in cm in cm in cm
222 4.82 3.65 0.86
203 2.89 1.51 0.47
203, removed use wear 8.17 5.96 1.14
222 4.37 5.00 0.48
222 2.38 1.81 0.57
222, bifaciallyf chipped 5.94 5.14 1.15
222 5.64 5.70 0.69
222 5.53 3.43 0.84
222 6.60 6.09 0.48
221 7.84 7.04 2.20
222 6.97 5.24 1.74
222 4.00
143 3.00
222, 222 8.17 3.19 0.75
230 6.69 5.05 1.02
222 2.34 1.46 0.40
222 4.12 3.75 0.84
203 2.00
222 3.82 3.32 0.58
222 3.23 1.55 0.35
222 2.27 1.78 0.60
222 3.70 2.16 0.58
222 8.40 3.74 1.38
203 2.00
203 2.00
222, 203 2.00
228 5.28 2.99 1.42
222 5.44 4.41 0.40?
222 7.20 5.48 1.14
222 3.08 2.24 0.50
203 3.53 2.25 0.39
222 4.29 4.28 0.78
222 5.46 6.37 1.03
222, 222 6.59 6.31 0.80
222 10.28 11.40 1.45
222 8.29 5.67 0.82
203 2.00
housepit Sub­square
Strat/ 
Level
Typology
Classified Slate
Silicified
Shale Ex Small Small Medium Large Ex Large
S:
Ovoid
S:
Triangle
S:
Pentagon
S:
Square
32 9 1/1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
32 9 1/1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
32 9 1/1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
32 9 1/1 5 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
32 9 V /2 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
32 9 V /2 5 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
32 9 11/1 3 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
33 10 XIII /1 3 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
33 10 II A/1 3 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
34 13 I / 2 6 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
34 13 I / 2 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
34 13 112 5 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
34 13 1/2 5 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
34 13 1/2 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
34 13 V/1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
35 4 II12 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
37 14 V /2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
37 14 V /2 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
37 14 11/1 5 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
37 14 11/1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
37 14 V A /1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
37 14 II A / 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
37 14 II A /1 5 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
37 14 II A/1 5 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
37 14 IIA /1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
37 14 II A /3 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
38 3 V/1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
38 3 V/1 6 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
38 3 V/1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
38 1 V/1 4 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
38 1 V /2 3 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
38 1 V /2 5 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
38 1 111 / 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
38 1 ll-A/2 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
38 1 F2/1 5 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
39 4 V/1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
39 4 II I /2 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
S:
Hybrid Complete Fragment Ground
G: Uni­
facial
G:
Bifacial
G: Milti- 
facial
G:
Partial
L: Edge 
Work L: Haft
L: Multi- 
Facial Chipped
C: Uni­
facial
C: Bi­
facial
F:
Invasive
F:
Abrupt
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 L 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0
1 1 0 ^ 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1
0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0
1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o  _ J 1 0 1 0 0
1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
F: Semi- 
Abrupt Notch
Multi
Notch Cut/Saw
C/S: One 
Edge
C/S: Milti 
edge
C/S:
Intersect haft
Working
Edge
present
Use:
Hide
Use:
Wood
Use: Not 
Used Reuse Date
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 4
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 2
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 3
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 3
0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 4
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 4
0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 4
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 4
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 2
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3
1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 3
0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 3
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2?
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2?
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 2?
0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 2?
0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2?
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2?
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2?
0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 2?
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2?
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 2?
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 2?
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2?
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2?
0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 3
Keatley Typological Class Height Width Thicknes
and Notes in cm in cm in cm
203 2.00
203 2.00
203 3.00
230 4.31 3.68 0.75
222 4.90 2.80 0.78
230 2.77 2.04 0.34
222 5.36 3.32 0.62
222 6.13 7.09 0.87
222 5.32 4.55 1.65
222 5.46 3.61 1.52
203 3.00
230 2.00
222 4.00
203 3.00
222 2.00
222 3.00
222 1.95 1.18 0.36
222, 222 14.40 4.52 0.36
230 4.86 2.54 0.38
203 4.42 2.12 0.40
203 2.18 1.40 0.10
203 6.13 6.20 1.13
222 4.34 3.57 0.24
222 7.93 7.00 0.98
154 8.52 4.59 1.17
222 1.46 1.35 0.18
222 3.29 0.41 1.47
222,160-denticulated 1.53 6.50 0.46
203 8.60 2.75 0.70
222, 222 3
222 5.99 3.97 3.13
201 3
222 3.64 1.33 0.46
203 3
230 3.86 2.94 0.70
203 2.00
222 10.50 8.19 2.10
housepit Sub-square
Strat/
Level
Typology
Classified Slate
Silicified
Shale Ex Small Small Medium Large Ex Large
S:
Ovoid
S:
Triangle
S:
Pentagon
S:
Square
39 4 II I /3 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
39 4 II I /3 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
48 9 V/1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
48 9 III / 2 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0
50 11 I/2 5 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
50 11 V /3 4 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
50 11 V /3 3 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
51 13 11/1 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
51 13 II 12 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
51 13 11/4 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
52 6 V/1 5 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
53 2 V/1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
53 2 V/1 6 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
53 2 V/2 3 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
53 2 III /1 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
53 2 111/2 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
53 2 I I I /2 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
53 2 11/1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
53 2 11/2 5 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
54 10 1/1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
54 10 V/1 5 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
54 10 V/1 5 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
54 10 II C /3 5 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
54 10 II D/1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
55 12 1/1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
55 12 1/1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
55 12 II I /2 5 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
55 12 II I /2 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
55 12 III/3 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
55 12 11/1 6 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
56 2 1/1 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
56 2 III 3/1 5 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
56 2 III 3/1 3 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
56 2 III 3 /1 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
56 2 III 3 a /2 6 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
56 2 11/1 5 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
56 2 11/1 5 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
S:
Hybrid Complete Fragment Ground
G: Uni­
facial
G:
Bifacial
G: Milti- 
facial
G:
Partial
L: Edge 
Work L: Haft
L: Multi- 
Facial Chipped
C: Uni­
facial
C: Bi­
facial
F:
Invasive
F:
Abrupt
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0
0 0 1 L 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0
1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 . 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0
1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
F: Semi- 
Abrupt Notch
Multi
Notch Cut/Saw
C/S: One 
Edge
C/S: Milti 
edge
C/S:
Intersect haft
Working
Edge
present
Use:
Hide
Use:
Wood
Use: Not 
Used Reuse Date
1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 3
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 3
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 3
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 . 4
1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 4
1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 4
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 4
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 4
0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4
1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 . 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0
1 ■ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 4
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 4
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 4
1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 3
0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 3
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 4
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 4
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 4
0 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 3
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 4?
0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 3
0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 3
1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 3
0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 3
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2
1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 2
Keatley Typological Class Height Width Thicknes
and Notes in cm in cm in cm
222, 203 3.00
222 2.48 2.41 0.31
221 6.58 5.34 2.79
222 3.97 2.77 5.72
203 2.24 1.50 0.44
222 5.75 4.86 1.20
222 5.55 2.97 3.31
222 3.00
222 3.00
203 4.69 4.00 0.60
222 4.41 5.86 0.93
203 4.00
222,230 13.74 8.36 1.25
222, 230, snap 4.93 2.73 0.60
222 9.93 7.96 2.84
203 3.92 3.36 1.00
203 2.66 1.90 0.39
222 6.43 2.68 0.73
222 7.48 4.13 1.19
222 4.00
222, 203 3.00
230, 203 3.00
222, 203 3.00
222,154, edge gone, snap 10.33 6.88 2.01
222
222 4.39 1.69 0.48
222 3.50 1 3.84 0.41
3.80 2.80 0.46
203 6.70 5.49 1.17
246 w/ drill hole 7.08 3.00 0.48
222 9.45 5.41 1.56
222 6.99 6.95 1.26
222, 230.154 3.88 2.67 0.72
222, not well defined 11.65 9.38 1.44
230, 154, 222 5.74 4.28 0.83
222,203,154 7.74 4.44 0.87
222 3.00
housepit Sub­square
Strat/ 
Level
Typology
Classified Slate
Silicified
Shale Ex Small Small Medium Large Ex Large
S:
Ovoid
S:
Triangle
S:
Pentagon
S:
Square
56 2 11/1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
56 2 F1/1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
56 4 VA/1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
56 4 VA/1 6 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
57 3 II I /2 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
57 3 II I /2 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
57 3 II I /4 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
57 3 III/5 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
57 3 III/5 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
57 3 IIIB/1 6 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
58 3 111-2/1 5 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
58 3 11/1 5 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
58 3 III 3 a /2 5 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
58 3 III 3 a /3 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
58 3 III 3 a /4 6 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
58 3 III 3 a /5 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
59 0 1/1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
60 2 V/1 3 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
60 2 VA/2 3 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
60 2 VA/2 5 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
60 0 wall clean 3 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
61 1 V/1 3 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
61 1 11/1 3 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
61 1 11/1 2 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
61 1 11/1 5 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
61 1 II A / 1 5 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
61 1 II A / 1 5 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
61 1 II A / 2 4 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
61 1 II A /3 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
61 1 II C/IV 1 5 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
61 1 IIC/IV 2 5 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
62 9 III / 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
62 9 f1/1 4 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
62 9 F1/3 0 T 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
62 9 f2/2 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
63 16 11/1 5 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
64 0 F1/2 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
65 11 III / 2 5 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
S:
Hybrid Complete Fragment Ground
G: Uni­
facial
G:
Bifacial
G: Milti- 
facial
G:
Partial
L: Edge 
Work L: Haft
L: Multi- 
Facial Chipped
C: Uni­
facial
C: Bi­
facial
F:
Invasive
F:
Abrupt
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1
0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0
1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 ' 1 1 0 0 0
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1
1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0
1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0
0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1
1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
F: Semi- 
Abrupt Notch
Multi
Notch Cut/Saw
C/S: One 
Edge
C/S: Milti- 
edge
C/S:
Intersect haft
Working
Edge
present
Use:
Hide
Use:
Wood
Use: Not 
Used Reuse Date
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 2
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 4
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 4
0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 4
0 1 _ 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 4?
0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 3
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1
0 .  0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1
0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 4
0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 4
1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 3
1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 3
0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 4
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 3
1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 3
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 3
1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 3
1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2?
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2?
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 2?
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2?
0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2?
1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 2?
0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 3
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3
1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 3
0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 3
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 3
Keatley Typological Class Height Width Thicknes
and Notes in cm in cm in cm
230 3.00
222
203
222 4.97 6.50 0.61
203 3.00
203 5.39 4.22 0.95
222 2.20 1.98 0.63
203 2.34 1.27 0.16
222 6.58 4.82 0.88
241 7.54 3.04 2.16
222 3.00
201 3.00
222 7.39 7.70 1.08
222 8.26 7.02 1.61
222,230,203,154 6.51 4.95 0.89
230 3.99 2.50 0.40
222 4.76 6.59 0.99
222 5.30 3.30 0.60
222 7.07 6.30 0.80
222 4.48 3.90 0.40
222 5.00 4.50 0.86
222 3.70 2.40 0.79
222 2.34 2.20 0.40
240 7.50 5.30 2.20
240 6.71 3.48 1.58
222 4.00
222 3.86 2.08 0.70
222,230 3.00
186 6.89 5.36 0.84
222 7.78 6.54 0.88
230 7.48 5.93 1.85
201 8.39 5.64 1.37
222, 154 5.96 5.63 0.78
203 2.00
222 12.62 8.48 2.74
228, 154 7.37 6.72 1.87
249, painted stone, 203 4.76 2.90 0.46
222, 2.67 1.49 0.68
housepit Sub­square
Strat/
Level
Typology
Classified Slate
Silicified
Shale Ex Small Small Medium Large Ex Large
S:
Ovoid
S:
Triangle
S:
Pentagon
S:
Square
66 5 II A /1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
66 5 II A/6 3 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
69 16 V/1 4 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
69 16 V/1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
69 16 V/1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
69 16 V/1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
70 16 V /2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
71 1 111 /1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
71 1 II / 5 3 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
71 1 II /5 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
71 1 F2/1 5 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
71 1 5 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
77 11 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
77 11 I I I /3 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
77 11 111/ 3 3 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
77 11 II I /6 5 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
77 11 V/1 5 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
78 4 736 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
78 4 111-1/1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
78 4 111-1/1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
78 4 III-2/2 6 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
78 4 III-2/2 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
78 4 III-2/4 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
78 4 III-2/4 3 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
78 4 III-2 / 4 5 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
78 4 F 1 /1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
I 78 4 III-2/9 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
S:
Hybrid Complete Fragment Ground
G: Uni- 
facial
G:
Bifacial
G: Milti- 
facial
G1.
Partial
L: Edge 
Work L: Haft
L: Multi- 
Facial Chipped
C: Uni­
facial
C: Bi­
facial
F:
Invasive
F:
Abrupt
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
F: Semi- 
Abrupt Notch
Multi
Notch Cut/Saw
C/S: One 
Edge
C/S: Milti- 
edge
C/S:
Intersect haft
Working
Edge
present
Use:
Hide
Use:
Wood
Use: Not 
Used Reuse Date
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3
1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 • 3
0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 . 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4?
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 2
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 2
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 2
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 2
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 3
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 3
1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 3
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 3
0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 3
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3?
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 3?
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3?
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 2
1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2
0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2
0 0 . 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 2
0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 2
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 ■ 0 0 2
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2
Keatley Typological Class Height Width Thicknes
and Notes in cm in cm in cm
203
222 5.70 6.80 0.80
222,222,154 6.73 3.53 5.42
203 6.17 5.46 1.17
203 2.00
222, flake 2.00
203, flake 2.00
222 1.90 1.70 0.53
222 4.60 3.50 1.20
222 XL
222 5.33 4.00 1.56
222 4.60 5.25 0.91
222 1.20 1.00 2.80
222 5.40 3.60 0.91
222, snap 7.89 4.62 1.03
222 2.71 2.89 0.54
230, 160 7.86 6.05 1.17
200 2.87 2.10 0.47
222 4.73 2.46 0.38
203 2.78 2.05 0.66
231 3.06 1.57 0.46
222 9.04 7.34 1.07
222 3.65 2.52 0.66
222, all 3 sides 3.36 3.44 0.74
222 4.00
222 4.26 3.70 0.38
222 3.00
External
Pit
Feature
Sub­
square
Strat1 
Level
Typology
Classified
; ;•; ; 
Slate Silicified
Shale
Ex Small
.
Small Medium Large
:
Ex Large
Q 'O .
Ovoid
S:
Triangle
S:
Pentagon
..........
S:
Square
1 9 F1/E 6 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
1 10 lll-A/1 6 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
1 10 l-A/1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 10 l-A/1 6 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
1 10 VII D/1 4 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
3 9 V I/1 6 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
5 4 VI/2 6 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
5 4 VI/3 4 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
6 13 I/2 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6 13 VI/2 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6 13 VI/2 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 8 VI/2 3 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 8 V II/2 4 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
8 2 1/1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
9 14 VII/2 5 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
9 14 VII/2 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
9 14 VII/3 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
10 16 1/1 5 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
10 16 VII/1 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
10 16 VI /1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12 4 VI/2 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
13 2 11/1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
13 2 II/3 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15 1 VII/1 3 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
15 1 VII/2 3 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
15 1 VII/2 3 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
16 15 VII/1 5 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
16 15 VII/1 3 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
16 15 VII/2 5 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
16 15 wall clean 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
11 7 1/1 3 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
11 7 VI/1 5 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
11 7 VI/1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
11 7 VI/2 5 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
S:
Hybrid Complete'
Fragment Ground
' '
G: Uni­
facial
G:
Bifacial
G: Milti- 
facial
G:
Partial
1 r  jL: Edge 
Work
L: Haft.
L: Multi- 
Facial
Chipped
C: Uni-
. -j
facial
C: Bi- 
-acial
F:
Invasive
" . 'v,:
Abrupt
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0
1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0
1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0
0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1
1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1
F: Semi-
Abrupt
■ ’■
Notch Multi
Notch Cut/Saw
C/S: One 
Edge
C/S: Milti- 
edge
C/S:
Intersect haft
Working
Edge
present
Use:
Hide
Use:
Wood
Use: Not 
Used Reuse Date
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 4
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 4
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 4
0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 4
1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 4
0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 4
0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 4
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 4
1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 4
1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 3
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 3
1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 4
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 4
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 4
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 4
1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 4
0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 4
1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 4
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 4
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0
0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0
Keatley Typological Class 
and Notes
Height 
in cm
Width 
in cm
Thicknes 
in cm
222 6.15 4.68 1.18
230, 220 4.71 3.42 0.55
230 2.00
222,230 3.27 3.41 0.78
230 4.99 3.35 0.65
222 7.51 5.34 0.58
222
222
203
222 2.10 3.36 0.62
222, 154, snap 5.26 4.99 1.01
203
222 2.47 1.71 0.31
203
227, Borer
222 5.57 4.50 1.34
222 8.12 6.20 1.34
203
186
222 4.19 4.70 0.68
222 4.43 5.09 0.70
222 6.53 7.67 1.27
222 3.07 1.82 0.36
222 8.19 8.40 0.77
222 3.82 4.85 1.10
222 7.45 7.37 1.02
222 6.46 4.59 1.00
222 2.34 2.28 0.33
222 3.62 2.56 0.93
Shovel
Test Pit
■
■
No.
■
Typology
Classified
Slate
Silicified
Shale
Ex Small
■ : ■ :■ -
Small
■ v:\. : ' ■ '
Medium Ex Large
S:
Ovoid
, . <-=v
' c. 
o .
Triangle
P ,
Pentagon
. . . . . . . . . . . .  , -
S:
Square
4 1070 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 1067 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
S:
Hybrid Complete Fragment Ground■ ‘ .
G: Uni­
facial
G:
Bifacial
G: Milti- 
facial
G:
Partial
L: Edge 
Work
L: Haft
'  :
L: Multi- 
Facial
:V  .• '
Chipped
C: Uni­
facial
C: Bi­
facial
p .
Invasive
F;
Abrupt
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
F: Semi- 
Abrupt
■ .
Notch;
Multi
Notch Cut/Saw
C/S: One 
Edge
C/S: Milti- 
edge
C/S:
Intersect haft
Working
Edge
present
Use:
Hide.............. t |  ■
Use:
Wood
Use: Not 
Used
Reuse
' ..... -
Date
1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Keatley Typological Class 
and Notes
Height 
in cm
Width 
in cm
Thicknes 
in cm
203 2.97 2.06 0.62
222 4.00
Appendix C: Ethnographic Pictures
Glenbow Museum Archives LA 2770-4: Woman skinning a 
moosehide.
Note: Two of the pictures in Appendix B feature women who 
are working moosehide. According to Alexander 1992, moose 
were absent from the Interior Plateau, due to lack of suitable 
habitat. Nonetheless, the premise behind processing hides re­
mains basically the same. Elk, caribou, deer, bighorn sheep, 
and mountain goats were most probable in the study area pre- 
historically.
103
Royal BC Museum BC Archives Collections H-03359: Native woman fleshing 
a moosehide.
104
Glenbow Museum NA 1433-6: Mrs. William Half 
using a “beamer.” Plains Cree, Sadie Lake ca. 1963
105
American Museum of Natural History 42930: A Secwepmc woman tanning a deer skin 
with a stone scraper, Kamloops, 1898. Photo by Harlan I. Smith
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